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Jfqrll. 

TWEDDELL  «.  TWEDDELL.  Jir«T.  «-i«-u. 

^^  A  fathert  tc- 

TTOHN  ATNSLET,  being  seized  in  fee  of  freehold  nant  for  life,  re- 

^^  estates  in  the  counties  of  Northumberland  and  JDur-  msinder  to  his 

fifst  and  other 
sons  saccflHi^y  in  tail  male ;  The  eldest  son,  soon  after  he  attained  twenty  one,  joined 
his  fiilher  in  suffering  a  recovery,  an  annuity  was  secured  to  him  during  his  father^s 
life,  and  parts  of  the  estates  were  limited  to  the  father'  in  fee,  the  residue  of 
Ihem  were  resettled,  the  son  taking  back  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
lus  fifsl  and  other  sons  in  tail  general,  remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail  general. 
The  transaction  to  be  considered  as  a  mixed  case  of  bargain  and  sale,  and  of  fii- 
mily  arrangement  <  and  the  eldest  son  having  died  without  issue,  a  bill  filed  by 
his  brother,  the  next  remainderman  in  tail,  who  had  ddne  confirmatory  acts,  and  ac* 
cepled  interests  under  the  will  of  his  lather,  to  set  aside  the  settlement  as  obtained 
by  vadne  influence,  was  dismissed* 

Trsasactions  of  this  nature  between  father  and  child,  to  be  viewed  with  a  reasonable 
de^^ree  of  jealousy,  not  in  the  light  of  revernonary  bargains. 

VheCher,  after  tfie  lapse  of  twenty  years,  suck  a  suit  could'  be  maintained  at  all.— - 


Whether  a  remote  remainderman  can  complain  of  a  transaction  between  the  tenant 
for  life  and  the  immediate  remainderman,  where  the  immediate  remainderman 
makes  no  complaint— i2««re. 
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Twisunft 

TWIOMIA. 


Aami  1>y  lus  will  dated  the  15th  of  January^  1748^  devued 
the  samei  together  with  certain  copyhold  hereditaments, 
'Which  he  had  duly  43iirrendered  to  the  uses  of  his  will. 
To  the  use  of  Fronds  Tweddett  for  life,  with  a  limitation 
to  trustees  during  his  life  to  preserve  contingent  rem%m- 
ders,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sonsof  the  said 
Francis  TweddeU  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remain- 
ders over. 


Upon  thedeafh  of  the  testator,  in  17^2,  Francis  TSoed- 
dell  entered  into  the  possession  of  the  devised  estates. 
He  had  issue  three  sons ;  John  Ikueddell,  his  eldest  son, 
FfWicis  TweddeU  the  plaintiff,  his  second  son,  and  Robert 
TweddeU  one  of  the  defendants,  his  youngest  son.  He 
had  also  issue  two  daughters. 

In  the  years  1776  and  1784  two  acts  of  parliament  were 
passed  for  indosing  the  common  fields  in  certain  pa- 
rishes, in  which  some  of  the  devised  estates  were  situate ; 
and  allotments  were  made  to  Fronds  TweddeU  the  fiither, 
in  respect  of  those  estates*  His  proportion  of  the  expenses 
of  pMungandcarryingihese  acts  into  execution  amounted 
to  the  sums  of  618/.  10^.,  and  1801.,  and  those  syms  were 
paid  hy  him. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  first  of  January^  1783, 
Fironds  TVcedofell  the  &ther,  by  virtue  of  apower  contained 
in  the  first  mentioned  act,  demised  the  lands  allotted  to  him 
under  tiiat  act  to  jRoi&erf  iZtfer/on,  f or  the  term  of  one  thou- 
sand years,  by  way  of  mortgage  fox  securing  the  sum  of 
3692.,  being  that  part  of  the  sum  (rf  518L  10*.  which  he 
wasenabled  to  chazge  upon  the  allotments;  and,  by  an  in- 
denture bearing  even  date  mth  the  mortgage,  Ilderton  de* 
dated  that  his  name  was  made  use  of  as  a  truatee  for 
Firands  Jkoeddett  the  &ther. 


In  the  month  of  t/tme^  1791^  Jbto  2i(tf«Hff  g  frtjtaisp4  Hue 
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age  of  21  years;  and  in  the  latter  end  of  th^  year  1793^  hQ 
agreed  to  join  with  his  father  in  suffering  recoYQriea  of  all 
the  devised  estates^  and  in  limiting  them  to  the  nses  after 
mentioBed.  Indentures  of  lease  and  rdease,  dated  the  4th 
and  5A  of  Jamuanfj  1793^  were  accordingly  prepared  and 
executed ;  the  release  recited  the  facts  before  stated^  that 
appHcatfam  was  intended  to  be  made  to  parliament,  for  an 
act  to  effect  the  inclosure  of  other  commons^  and  that 
Raneu  TweddeU  the  father,  had  expended  divers  sums  of 
money,  to  a  very  considerable  amount,  and  more  than  a  te- 
nant for  life  could  reascxiably  have  been  expected  to  do,  in 
eiectiiig  hedges  and  fences  upon,  and  in  making  other  last- 
ing improvements  of  the  devised  estates ;  and  then,  in  per- 
fonnaace  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of 
the  said  sum  of  3G9/.,  (partof  theaforesaidsum  of  518/.10«,,) 
then  due  to  the  said  Francis  TweddeU  the  faliher,  by  vir- 
toe  of  the  said  mortgage  to  the  said  Robert  Uderton^  and 
of  the  sum  of  149/.  lQs«,  being  the  residue  of  the  said  sum 
of  518/.  1Q».,  and  of  the  said  sum  of  1802^  and  of  the  se- 
veral other  sums  of  money  expended  by  the  said  FrancU 
TmeddeU  the  father,  as  thereinbefore  recited ;  and  also,  in 
consideration  of  the  covenants  thereafter  contained,  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Francis  TweddeU  the  father,  and  of  a 
bond  entered  into  by  him,  for  the  payment  to  the  said 
John  TweddeU,  during  the  life  of  him  the  said  Francis 
Tkoeddell,  of  an  annuity  of  180/.,  and  of  a  further  an-r 
nuity  ci  20/.,  in  the  event  in  the  said  bond  expressed; 
they  the  said  Francis  and  John  TioeddeU  conveyed,  all  the 
aforesaid  fireehold  estates  in  the  said  county  of  Narthumber- 
kmd,  to  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  for  suffering  a  recovery ; 
virhich  recovery,  it  was  declared,  should  e^ure,  as  to  the 
principal  part  of  the  same  estates,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
firancis  IhpeddeU  the  father  for  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  remainder  (subject  to  an  annuity  c^f  100/.,  thereby 
limited  to  Jane,  the  wife  of  the  said  Francis  7\vedcleU 
the  b^S^f  dqrii^  her  widowhood,  in  case  she  should  sur- 
vive  her  husband,)  to  the  use  of  the  said  Johfi  Jkveddell 
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1 839.  for  life^  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to  the 

use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  sacoessively  in  i^  genend, 
remainder  to  the  use  of  his  daughters,  as  tenants  in  com- 
TviDOBu.      mon  in  tail  general,  with  cross-remainders  between  them 

in  tail,  remainder,  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  said  premises 
to  such  uses  genendly  as  the  said  Firancis  TweddeU  the 
fcther,  should  by  deed  or  will  ^ipoint;  and  in  de&nlt  of 
such  i^pcnntment,  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned;  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety  of  the  said  premises,  to  the  use  of  the  de- 
fendant Robert  T\oeddell  for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail  general,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  daugh- 
ters, as  tenants  in  common  in  tul  general,  with  cross-re- 
mainders between  them  in  tail,  remainder  after  and  sub- 
ject to  a  general  power  of  appointment,  linuted  to  Francis 
TweddeU  the  fiftther,  to  the  use  of  the  phunUff  Francis 
7\aeddeU  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  the 
like  limitations  in  favour  of  his  sons  and  daii^ters  in 
tail,  with  the  ultimate  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Firandi  Ikveddell  the  father,  in  fee ;  and  as  to  all  other 
the  estates  in  the  said  county  of  Northumberland^  to  the 
use  of  Fra»ui8  TweddeU  the  father,  in  fee.  By  the  inden- 
turc'cf  ideaae  John  TweddeU  was  impowered,  when  he 
should  be  in  actual  possession  of  the  premises  limited  to 
him  for  life,  to  charge  the  same  with  an  anniuty,  not  ex- 
ceeding 200/.,  by  way  of  jointure,  for  the  life  of  any  wo- 
man he  might  marry ;  and  Mrith  any  sum,  not  exceeding 
2000/.,  for  the  portions  of  daughters  and  younger  sons ; 
and  Francis  TkoeddeU  the  father,  covenanted  to  complete, 
at  his  own  expense,  the  indosure  then  in  progress  under 
the  second  mentioned  act  of  parliament,  and  to  defray  the 
expenses  of  obtaining  and  carrying  intto  execution  the  -act 
of  inclosure  then  intended  to  be  applied  for,  provided  such 
expenses  should  not  exceed  the  amount  which  a  tenant  for 
life  should  be  empowered  under  the  act  tocharge  upon  the 
lands  allotted  to  him;  The  term  of  1000  years,  granted  to 
Uderton,  was  surrendered  and  merged. 
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In  Easter  Term,  1793^  &  recovery  was  suffered  of  the 
WcrthumberUmd  estates ;  and  deeds  having  been  executed 
by  Froiicis  TweddeU  the  £etther^  and  John  Tweddell^  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  of  the  Dur- 
ham estate^  recoveries  were  suflfered  thereof^  and  of  the  co- 
pyhold premises^  and  they  were  re^ectively  limited  to  the 
use  of  Francis  TweddeU  the  &ther^  in  fee.  On  the  25th 
of  Jutjfy  1799^  John  ThveddeU  died  without  issue ;  and  in 
the  year  1800,  Frcmda  TweddeU  the  plaintifl^  joined  with 
his  father  in  suffering  a  recovery  of  aportion  of  the  Nor-- 
thumberbmd  estate,  whieh  had  been  intended  to  be  comn 
prised  in  the  recovery,  of  1793,  Jbut  which  had  been  omitted 
by  mistake,,  and  in  limiting  the  same  to  his  father  in  fee... 


l«t% 
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Fyancie  TweddeU  the  &iher,  having  sold  the  freehoW" 
estate  at  Durham^  and  part  of  the  other  freehold  and  copy* 
hold  estates  limited  to  him  in  fee,  by  his  will  dated  the 
14th  of  MoTchy  1805,  exercised  the  power  first  reserved 
to  him  by  the  release  of  January^  1793,  and  limited  the 
moiety  subject  to  the  powers  of  parts  of  the  estates,  to  trus- 
tees for  a  term  for  securing  certain  annuities,  remainder  to 
the  defendant  Robert  TweddeU  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  successivdy  in  tail  general,  remainder  to 
his  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  gtuieral,  remain- 
der to  the  plaintiff  JrVrnid^Ttc^edcfe// for  life,  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  general,  remainder 
to  his  daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general, 
with  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs;  and  he  limited 
the  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  said  estates,  to  trustees  for 
a  term  for  securing  annuities,  remainder  to  the  plaintiff 
Firancis  TweddeU  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  successively  in  tail  general,  remainder  to  his  daughters 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  remakider  to  the  de- 
fendant Bobert  TweddeU^  and  his  issue,  with  remainder 
to  his  own  right  bars.  The  testator  then  devised  certain 
parts  of  the  estates  limited  to  him  in  fee  by  the  release  of 
Jamuary  1793,  in  moieties  between  his  two  sons,  the 
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and  defendant,  and  their  issue ;  and  the  residiie  of 
such  estates  he  devised  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  upon 
trusty  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughters.  The  testator 
•appomted  the  defendant  Robert  TweddeU  and  Simon 
Mewbum,  executors  of  his  will;  and  died  on  the  14th  of 
Oct(Aer,  1805. 


.  The  Bin  was  filed' on  the  13th  of  February,  1813,  by 
Drancis  TweddeU  the  son,  against  Robert  TweddeU,  and 
4Stud  executors  and  trustees  under  the  will  of  Francis  Tkaed' 
d^U  the  father,  and  was  amended  by  virtue  of  an  order 
dated  the5th  of  May,  181 5*  The  amended  bill,  in  addition  to 
the  facts  beforementioned,  ^Jleged,  that  undue  advantage 
liad  been  taken  of  the  youth  and  dependent  situation  of 
^ohn  JSaeddeU;  that  the  benefits  obtained  by  Francis 
TweddeU  the  &ther  were  unreasonable  and  unjust,  and 
represented  the  plainlaif  sembarrassments  as  the  reason  of 
ills  having  joined  in  the  recovery  suffered  by  him  after  the 
^teath  of  his  dlder  brother.  It  then  prayed  that  the  re- 
covery deeds  and  the  recoveries  beforementioned  might  be 
declared  to  have  been  obtained  by  undue  influence,  and  that 
the  limitations,  contained  in  the  release  of  January,  1793, 
which  were  then  undetermined,  might  be  set  aside,  and 
the  plaintiff  be  declared  entitled  in  equity  to  the  fee 
simple  and  inheritance  of  such  of  the  estates  deidsed 
by  the  will  of  the  said  John  Aynsley,  as  were  then  re- 
maining unsold,  and  tiiat  the  defendant  Robert  7\ueddett, 
und  the  other  defendants  the  trustees,  might  be  decreed  to 
convey  the  respective  estates  and  interests,  vested  in  them 
by  the  recovery  deeds,  and  by  the  will  of  FrmuAs  Twed^ 
^U  the  father,  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee  ^  ibat  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  the  sums  of  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the 
'estates,  limited  to  Ji^rancis  TweddeU  tbe&ther  in  fee,  and 
which  had  been  sold  by  him  and  his  devisees  in  trust ;  and 
that  the  executors  of  Francis  Tkueddett  the  father,  might 
be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  wha^  upon  taking  such 
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account^  should  be  found  to  hare  arisen  from  tlie  aforesaid 
sales^  (except  ihe  produce  of  the  sale  of  tiie  estates^  devised 
by  tte  will  of  Fircmcis  TVfedcfeU  the  fetther  in  trust  for  sale, 
tfaebequestof  whickin  &vour  of  hisnsters  the  plaintiff  offered 
to  eonfirm,)  and  ki  case  the  executors  should  not  admit 
assets  80f&€»ent  toanswerwhat  might  be  found  due  to  the 
phinlall^  that  theusualaccountsmightb^takenof  the  per* 
aonal  estaleof  the  said  JVanm  llcrecUeK the  {Either. 


Y8tt. 

TWSDDSI* 


The  defendant  iZoAer^  TkoeddeU  by  his  answer  admitted^ 
that  at  tSie  time  when  the  recovery  was  proposed  to  be  suffered, 
John  TweddeU  had  no  otber  means  of  subdstence,  beyond 
what  was  allowed  him  by  his  father,  except  a  fellowship 
at  Trinity  College,  in  the  University  of  Canibridge,  which  did 
not  then  produce  so  much  as 80/.  a  year,and11iat  the  reco- 
very deeds  were  prepared  by  the  directions  of  J^Wm^  Twedh 
dett  the  fisEther,  and  that  the  same  solicitor  was  employed 
in  the  transaction  on  behalf  both  of  John  Tweddelly  and  of 
FnmcU  TweddeU  the  father.  The  defendant  also  admitted 
fiiat  part  of  tiie  freehold  and  copyhold  prenuses,  limited  to 
Fronds  Hceddett  the  fether^  in  fee,  not  including  the  free- 
hold estate  at  Durham^  were  sold  by  him  for  the  sum  of 
42337.,  and  that  other  parts  of  the  aforesaid  premises  were 
sold  by  Us  devisees  intrust  for  1350/.,  and  tiiat  the  remain- 
der of  the  aforesaid  premises  were  of  tiie  value  of  700/., 
or  thereabouts.    The  defendant  also  stated  tiiat  the  moiety 
of  the  premises,  which,  upon  the  death  of  John  TweddeU 
without  issue,  became  subject  to  the  power  of  appduitment 
of  Francis  TweddeU  the  father,  did  not  exceed  in  value 
15,000/.    The  defendant  denied  that  any  undue  advantage 
had  been  taken  of  John  Tkoeddett,  Cft  that  the  terms  en- 
tered into  were  unreasonable,  or  that  John  7\oeddell  was 
Ignorant  of  the  value  of  theproperty  proposed  to  be  limited 
to  FraneU  Tweddett  the  father,  and  stated  that  John 
Twtddett  fived  upwards  of  mx  years  after  suffering  the  re- 
coveiy,  and  never  estpressed  himself  dissatisfied  therewith, 
<^  witti  the  settlement  made  hereupon,  and  that  the  plain- 
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tiff  had  himself  acquiesced  in  the  settlement  until  ilie  be^ 
gimiiiig  of  the  year  1813.  The  defendant  admitted  the 
plaintiff's  embarrasamentSj  but  sobmitted  that  by  suflSering 
the  recovery  of  the  premises  omitted  by  mistake  m  the 
deeds  of  1793^  he  had  confirmed  the  recovery  suffered  by 
his  brother.  The  answer  then  set  forth  a  clause  in  the  will 
of  the  testator  Firancis  Tweddelly  by  which,  aflker  redtiDg 
that  his  son  Francis  Tweddell  the  plaintiff,  was  indebted 
to  him  on  bond  note  and  otherwise,  the  said  testator  re- 
leased and  discharged  hb  said  son  firom  the  payment  of  all 
such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  and  directed  that  all  the  se- 
curities given  by  him  for  the  money  due  should  immedi- 
ately after  his  decease  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 


James  Loshy  who  was  stated  in  the  answer  to  have  been 
consulted  by  John  IhfeddeU,  on  liie  subject  of  the  i^umess 
of  the  recovery,  dqposed,  that  he  did  not  believe  that  John 
Tiffeddell  had  executed  the  deeds  in  question  without  con- 
sideration or  reflection,  inasmuch  as  he  had  previously 
mentioned  to  the  deponent  his  determination  to  prqsose 
an  arrangement  for  the  settiement  of  the  fiEunily  property, 
and  his  wish  to  have  some  permanent  allowance  out  of  the 
same  j  that  John  TVveddell  was  at  the  time  of  the  transac- 
tions aforesaid,  as  the  deponent  had  reason  to  believe,  well 
acquainted  with  the  nature  and  value  of  the  property  pro- 
posed to  be  barred  and  settled;  and  that  after  he  had  exe- 
cuted the  deeds,  and  perfected  the  arrangement,  he  hadfre- 
quentiy  expressed  himself  to  the  deponent  to  be  perfectly 
satisfied  therewith,  and  perfectly  to  approve  thereof. 


The  solicitor,  who  was  concerned  in  the  transaction  for 
both  parties,  deposed;  that  he  had  at  different  times  before 
the  recovery  was  su&red,  and  the  deeds  were  executed,  con- 
versed with  John  Tweddell  upon  the  arrangement-  made 
by  him  with  his  fitther;  and  that  upon  such  occasions  he 
appeared  to  be  satisfied  therewitii,  and  pof ectiy  to  under- 
stand the  same;  and  partiodarly,  that  he  had  expressed 
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lumaelf  {^  to  have  it  in  Ub  poifirery  by  exeoi^^ 

and  joining  in  rafifering  tbe  racovery^  to  r^ 

for  the  advances  which  he  had  made  in  order  to  improve 

the  ealBleSj  and  to  enable  him  to  provide  for  hia  the  said 

John  IhffeddelPs  brothers  and  sisters. 
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Qnihe  crosa^^iaminationof  these  witnesses  bythe 
tiff  it  appearedyihat  they  were  uriacqnajnted  with  theproperly 
comprized  in  the  deeds  and  recoveries^  and  incompetent  to 
form  any  opnion  of  the  value  of  the  interests  purchased  by 
Firaneis  and  John  Ikoeddell  of  each  other^  and  had  not 
taken  iqpon  themselves  to  explain  to  John  Ikoeddell^  0r  ad- 
vise him  upon  the  vahie  of  such  ititerests«  The  soUeitor  also 
dqposed  to  his  belief^  that  no  other  person  was  employed  on 
the  behalf  of  John  Ikoeddett^ioexjfla&aiift  advisehnnupon 
the  fairness  of  the  bargain*  Evidence  was  also  entered  into 
by  the  phdntifl^  to  shew  that  JbAit  TV^edefeff  was  jlidebted 
at  the  date  of  *the  transaction. 


Hie  cause  having  been  heard  before  the  Vice-ChanceDor, 
on  the  lOth  otJuhfy  1818^  his  Honour  ordered  th^bitt  to  be 
dismiased* 


The  plaintiff  appealed  firom  the  decree  of  the  Vice^Chsn- 
cdlor^  and  the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  argued* 

'•  .  •  •   '  • 
Mr.  Harif  Mr.  Healdj  and  Mr.  TVe^fat;^  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  the  established  principle  of  the  court>  that  in  dealings 
between  attorney  and  dient,  guardian  and  ward,  a^d  in,the 
cases  of  reversionary  interests^  the  purchaser.. is  bound  to 
shew  that  he  has  given  the,  full  consideration^  Oibson  v. 
Jq^es  {a)f  Qowkmd  v.  De  Faria  (b),  and  in  tnmsac- 
tions  of  this  nature  between  father  and  childy  Ihe  natural 
mfluenoeof  the  father  has  always  mduced  the  court  to  in* 
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]8tt.         lerfare  and  egtanune  the  conddaraidoii  on  wUeh  tlie  6v 
ipdn  10  fbmided.    Every  tUng  is  not  In  saoh  cttet  to  be 
jpetumed  in  &Tour  of  liieiAction  between  IkUi^  afndohild; 
XinmsKx.      OmM  v.  OAmleii  (^9.  Mofitgan  ▼«  Morgan  {/t^  Mkronv^ 

Herm(e)^  Kittchani  r.  SSkchani  (/).  The  plainttff  b  ei- 
ther entitled  to  the  estate  in  fee  simply  as  the  heir  at  law 
of  Join  TweddeUy  at  to  call  upon  the  oowt  to  conirey  ta 
him  in  tail,  on  the  ground  that  the  aetHem^nt  taae  been  Hb- 
ttiibed.  Thecasea  of  CoUfjf  v.  SmUb  (g)  and  Engt^U 
rwEngkfidd  {h)  shew,  Uat  although  the  plaintiff  datms 
as  remainder  man^tbecourt  can  affi>rd  him  relief.  Tbeveare^ 
beddea^  SHmy  eaati^  in  which  the  oourt  has  recogmfeed  tiie 
intereata  of  a  remote  remainder^^  with  reference  to  thtf  {so- 
ceedings  of  Uie  owners  of  the  partJcular  estate^.  Uebmson 
▼.  IfUm  (j)^  Loid  JhiTsley  ▼.  Fiizh^trdinge  (k)^  The 
pfOBBuye  under  which  the  plaintiff  laboured^  when  he 
joined  in  the  recovery  of  1800^  will  pretent  it  from  opeiat- 
ing  as  a  confirmation^  Crowe  v.  BaXlafrd  {t).  Wood  ▼. 
Downes  (m). 

Mr*  JKifM  and  Mr.  Duckworth  for  the  defendant. 

The  settlement  of  1793  has  a  reference  to  pecuniary 
matters  only  in  the  usual  mode  of  fandly  arrangements, 
and  is  not  to  be  viewed  in  the  light  of  ft  bargain  and  sale. 
Under  the  original  settlement  of  the  estates^  no  provision 
dould  be  made  for  daughters^  or  younger  diUdreh ;  the  son 
therefore  might  naturally  wish  to  enable  the  fether  to  raise 
money  for  these  purposes^  and  in  Kinchant  v.  B^nchant, 
flie  advantage  derived  to  brothers  and  sistenf  from  the  trans- 
adSon  Was  considered  as  a  material  drcumstancbj  in  fMs 
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caae  there  is  no  eddeiioe  of  undue  infiuenoe^  and,  on  the 
ground  (tf  inadequacy  of  consideratkm  alone^  the  court  will 
nol  intetfere,  unkse  it  ia  fio  grosa  aa  to  raiae  a  presumption 
offinmd.  Any  eomidaint  of  audi  a  transaction  as  tiiianniBt 
be  madeat  tibe  earliest  period,  Braton  r.  Ckuier  (n):  but 
the  pfauntiflTa  Interest  as  tenant  in  tail  in  renudnder  com* 
menoed  hi  1799:  he  has  confirmed  the  tFanaaction  by  suf- 

ieiing  the  reeovecy  in  1800,  and  has  acquiesced  in  and  taken 
interesta  under  the  wiQ  of  his  fetther,  inconsistent  with  thd 
iralidity  of  the  settlement.  In  consequence  of  that  acquies- 
cence, his  fiitiier'a  executors  have  not  pressed  him  for  the 
peymoitof  debts,  from  the  recovery  of  which  they  are  now 
barred  by  the  irtatute  of  limitations. 
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Mr.  SlattkkTepty. 

Whera the csfurt  snstluns  abargain  ontheground  that  it 
is  »  fimdly  transaction,  it  must  see  clearly  that  the  parties 
actedupon  Ihat principle.  Butthe  deedshews,  thatintfaia 
case  funily  advantages  did  not  enter  into  the  conrideration 
of  the  parties.  Lapse  of  time  isonly  r^arded  by  the  court 
where  the  pertieahave  dealt  with  thehr  interests,  so  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  restore  them  to  the  same  situation,  orwhere 
evidence  may  be  considered  to  be  lost,  objections  which  do 
not  spplyinthe  present  instance.  In  Newman  v.  JRbgen 
the  hte  Master  of  the  Rdls  overturned  a  tnkQ8ad&>n  sindlar 
to  the  present  ontiie  rimple  ground  of  inadequacy  of  Vldue^ 
although  there  had  been  a  long  acquiescence. 

3%e  Lomn  CaAMcsLLOR. 

When  tUs  case  was  first  opened^  it  "appeaetM  to  the  that 
there  were  aom^  very  important  points  in  it,  the  first  of 
wbidk  was,  whether,  the  complaint  not  having  been  made 
indun  twenty  years,  on  the  ilrindple  of  a  late  decision  In 
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the  House  of  Ixnrd8  the  cause  CQuld  be  heard  at  all.  IshericI 
have  thought  that  a  very  material  and  important  pointy  botb 
for  argument  and  for  the  decision  of  the  court,  if  the  case 
had  admitted  of  it^  but  without  deciding  that  after  twetaty 
years^  Fhmcis  Tweddell  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  sued, 
it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  the  bill  mast  be  taken  to 
have  been  filed  in  Februmy  1813,  and  therefore  wit}iiii.  the 
twenty  years^  and  that  consequently  the  point  in  question 
does  not  arisCr 


Another  equally  material  and  important  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  can  come  into  court  at  all  or  not^  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  The  Lord  Chancdlor  here  stated 
the  case ;  and  observed,  that  under  the  ori^al  settlement, 
the  fetther  being  only  tenant  for  life,  could  make  no  provi- 
sion for  any  of  his  children ;  and  that  Johuj  being  only  te- 
nant in  tail  male,  could  in  his  fitther's  lifetime  make  no  pro- 
vision for  daughters,  if  he  should  have  any ;  but  that  John 
and  his  fiather  might  unquestionably,  without  any  consider- 
ation, have  barred  both  the  brothers ;  and  that  the  eSbctof 
the  recovery  which  had  been  suffered  was^  to  introduce 
Bobert  as  a  remainder  man  into  the  succession,  before 
F^ancu.  could  become  entitled.    He  then  proceeded. 


The  first  question  therefiwe.  to  be  considered  13,  what 
Franda  could  have  done  in  the  lifetime  of  John;  and  I 
wish  to  be  informed  whether  there  Is  any  case,  in  which  a 
remote  remainder  man  has  come  into  coufct,  complaining  of 
what  he  is  pleased  to  call  a  deception  on  the  immediate 
remamder  man,  where  that  immediate  renu^nder  man  him- 
self made  no  complaint.  I  recollect  no  such  instance.  If 
Francis  had  made  the  complaint  in  the  lifetime  of  Jokn^ 
John  might  have  replied,  I  choose  to  jwefer  Robert  to  you, 
and  to  acquire  sudi  an  estate  as  wiH  enable  me  to  provide 
for  daughters*  It  seems  therefore  to  me  to  be  infinitely  difr 
ficult  to  suppose^  that  a  remote  remainder  man  could  com- 
plam  to  the  court  of  a  transaction,  of  which  the  party  him- 
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sdf,  the  ranainder  man  immediately  interested^  did  not 
complain;  and  tke  new  limitations  are  of  such  a  nature^  that 
John  TSoeddMj^iDtt  immediate  remainder  man^  must  have 
known^that  by  that  tranflaction  he  was  altering  the  succes- 
aim  and  order  of  the  estate^  both  as  to  his  brothers^  and  as 
it  might  affect  his  daughters,  if  he  should  have  any.  The 
pcnnt  however  being  new,  and  no  decision  having  yet  been 
made  on  it,  I  shall  not  pronounce  judgment  to  that  eflfect; 
and  I  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  I  do  not  decide,  that 
after  twenty  years  this  gentleman  could  not  complain  at 
all,  or  that  he  could  not  come  to  complain  of  this  transac- 
tion, although  it  was  not  complained  of  by  the  immediate 
remainderman* 


1829. 


TWVDDBLL 
TWBDOUiL* 


The  Court  will  not  view  transactions  between  father  and 
son  in  the  li^t  of  reversionary  bargains,  but  will  regard 
them,  as  family  arrangements,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
jealousy;  and  will  not  look  into  all  the  motives  and  feelings  ^ 

which  might  actuate  the  parties  in  entering  into  such  ar- 
rangements.   There  may  be  considerations  in  such  cases, 
which  the  court  could  not  possibly  reach.   It  might  be  con- 
ducive for  instance  to  the  best  interests  of  the  parties,  that 
the  fixther  should  be  enabled  to  educate  all  his  children  in  a 
ISberal  way ;  a  principle  on  which  the  court  acts  in  the  case 
of  an  infant  eldest  son,  by  pving  for  his  maintenance  a    Principle  upon 
much  greater  sum  than  he  can  possibly  require,  in  order  that  which  the  court 
his  brothers  and  sisters  maybe  so, brought  upand.edu-  »ii^ws  a  liberal 
cated,  and  placed  in  such  situations,  as  to  do  him  credit  in  an'|^#u^  m 
the  wcnrld.  son. 


John  Twtddell  died  in  1799;  and  taking  it  that  upon 
his  death  a  title  did  arise  to  the  plaintiff,  so  far  from  pro- 
secuting that  tiU^  he  does  confirmatory  acts  with  respect 
to  the  new  settiement,  and  such  confirmatory,  acts  as  to 
shew,  that  he  must  have,  understood  what  the  new  settie- 
ment was.  In  1805,  the  ftther  of  the  phuntiff  dies,  having 
made  his  will  with  reference  to  this  settiement :  by  that 
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wiU  the  plaintiff  UdLCB  boUi  positivdy  and  n^gatiyelyy  for  I 
observe  that  the  finther  forgave  him  ddits.  Itisreaaonable 
to  aoppofle  tha&  the  pfaaotiff^  if  he  had  oooaideted  that  he 
had  any  cauaefor  cooDplaint,  woidd  at  the>death  of  hia  Ci- 
ther ham  ao  oompbaHedc  but  he  waita  tiU  the  statute  of 
limitaticnia  haa  ran  i^n  the  dn^le  contract  debts,  and 
barred  the&ther's  eKecutors  of  their  remedy  agamst  li™, 
Under  these  drcumatances,  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  poasible 
to  maintain  thia  suit.  I  oannot  hxik  at  this  transaction  i^pon 
the  mere  prineqde  of  bargain  and  sale  t  bat  I  consider  has 
a  mixed  case  of  baifain  and  sal^  and  of  fiudly  arrange- 
ment, i  mH  read  the  judgment  in  Newman  v.  Sogers, 
and  if  I  change  my  opinion  will  mention  it  to-morrow. 


Not.  14.  Th»  case  of  Neumian  v.  Aa^fwi^  makes  m 

mf  former  oj^nion^  and  therafore  the  appeal 
miiy)il 


•^wr 


ifH     I      !■ 


'rtt 


"rr- 


rs''^ 


WSWMAN  V,  9,0GJBRS. 


Jb-api^  JiTnm^n,  bsiag  soiflEed  ia  foe  aimple  of  the  rectory  of 
Queen  C^mei,  of  aemal  esUtos  caliod  the  Norih  Leaze  Fkrk^  tlie 
Spurkferd,  and  the  S^uih  Cadbmy  estates,  aqd  of  other  freehold  and 
copyhold  esUtes,  by  his  will  dated  the  SOth  of  May,  1767,  devised 
the  same  to  his  nephew  F^raneU  Newman  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
the  fifrt  and  oter  sons  of  the  said  Franeii  Newman  in  Uil  male, 
with  renaiadsr  to  his  nephew  Anry  AWtnm  for  life,  with  remain- 
derlo  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over, 
sad  with  a  power  to  the  tenants  for  life,  when  in  possession,  to  settle 
any  part  of  the  estate  not  exceeding  in  vhIqo  SOOJ:  a  ycar^  upon  any 
woman  they  mi^t  marry  for  her  liFe. 

The  Testator  died  hi  1T«S,  leaving  the  said  Franck  Newman  and 
iSleiNif  JTaMMia  the  dsvissis  hln  SQPfMni^.  "the  mA  F^aneit  J^ew- 
mm  ha4  three  AuiiMfrs*  tart  aaianieBirfe»  aad  Ihd  said  Hemfy 

iTcmmm  hM  iw^  #  W.  t^mA  4^f«f>wi  they^angtr,  who  wis  te 
«n»  teq^t  1^  ^p  fipale  of  4^  4^vij^  ci^«^ 
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In  the  year  1778»  1lie«ud  F^MneU  NtmiMM  the  younger  iatermar- 
with  one  of  the  dmu^ters  of  the  said  FrwueU  NewwMu  the  elder  i 
«ml  is  tiie  month  of  Maj  ITSO,  haying  just  attained  twentj-one,  he 
ooncnmd  with  the  said  Frmdt  Nemwum  the  elder,  in  suffering  a  r»- 

corery  of  the  derised  estates,  and  in  resettling  them,  to  the  use  of  the 
sud  FrtmeU  Nemmtm  the  eUer  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  tons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  said  Htmr$  ilTew- 
for  lile^  with  remainder  to  FrgneU  Newmmn  theyounger  in  fee. 


18». 


TwniaiiA* 
TwaoBiUf 


Shortly  after  the  death  of  the  Testator,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 

r  given  by  his  will,  the  rectory  of  Qaegn  Cssief,  (which  appeared 

tobeof  the  yearly  value  of  seoiO  waslimitedto  Jane,  the  wife  of  the 

said  Frmmei9  Ifewmam  the  elder,  for  her  lifei  %nd  by  I^4ttiUirBS  of 

Isase  and  release,  dated  the  14th  and  15th  of  Feb,  1783,  the  said 

FirmuiM  Ncmwun  the  younger,  in  consideration  of  the  settlement  after 

asentioaed,  conveyed  his  remainder  in  fse  in  the  said  rectory,  and  in 

JITarfft  Lgm0  Fvk  estafts,  (iriiich  was  of  the  yearly  value  of  1801.) 

to  flawy  Jiaayian,  and  iStoiaw  P(a§fna,  and  their  heirsi  to  the  use  of 

«he  mid  JbnMi^  JVMaMM  Oo  elder  for  li£h  with  mwinder  to  the 

Maof  tfaeaaid  JTaaa  hia  wife  for  lifei  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 

aochof  IhedaqghleiB  of  theaaidi^^eiM^  and  Jena,  aa  thesaidfV-andi 

should  by  deed  or  wUl  anoint,  and  in  defiialt  of  appointment,  1^ 

the  uses  mentioned  in  tiie  releaae.    By  otiier  indenturea,  of  the  same 

dale,  thesaid  Aaiieit  AVwaum  the  elder,  and  ^raaalf  Nemwum  the 

yooi^ar,  convefed  the  S§»V^r4  and  SotOh  Caihmrjf  estates*  (whicb^ 

^pearad  to  beof  the  yearly  va|«e  of  580L)  to  Tk9ma$  iFalaan,  and 

the  said  fifaiaM  l^paa,  and  their  heirs,  (sol^jeet  to  the  remainders  to 

the  firsl  and  other  sons  of  thepaid^en^  Neww^m  the  elder,  and 

to  the  lemaindar  to  the  aaid  flanty  ilTapaaMM,  during  his  lifie.)    Upon 

traat,  dunag  the  joiiU  livesof  the  aaid  FrMcii  Ntmm0M  the  jonnger, 

and  Apiaat  his  wife,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  100/;  out  of  the  renta  and 

pnifilatotbeaaid  j^Viancai,  for  her  separate  use  i  and  to  permit  the 

said  Jirmck  Nfmwum  the  younger,  to  vaceiife  thesuifl«sff  a^eh 

rents  for.hia  lifei  and  after  the  decease  of  both,  upon  trust  ffr  siiqh 

child  or  children  of  the  said  FtwfcU  Newmmt,  the  yomiger,  a^A 

Fm^su  Ua  vifef  aa  they  Aould  ky  deed  appoinii  ^  in  de&i^t  ol 

such  appoinlment,  in  trust  for  their  daughters,  aal^wnla  in  iK>ipmfa 

in  fse,  aad  if  only  one  daughter,  in  trust  for  her  in  fpei  ^d  in  ^ 

&iilt  of  snah  inno  **"«*i^  in  tnifli  for  their  voumres  son&  ma  *^"*»*« 

HI  oopmon  in  foe,«nd  in  daMt  ?f  IH^  IPIWk  in  hiiyit  Car  tl^ 

seaiiAfiHi  and  indefiuiliof  allsnchisHieLintniat  for  theriffhllifiiia 

of  th*m4  llr«i^  AtePM  itif  y^wwr* 
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It  was  admitted,  that  at  the  period  when  the  last  mentioaed  deeds 
were  executed,  Frmeh  Newman  the  younger,  was  in  distressed  cir* 
cumstances,  and  that  FrmteU  Jfewman  the  elder,  was  then  of  the 
age  of  sixtj-five  years,  and  Jgne  Newman  his  wife,  of  the  age  of 
fifty-four  years. 


The  original  Bill,  which  was  filed  by  Firaneit  Newman  fStut  younger, 
against  the  sud  Simon  Payne  and  FraneU  Newman  the  elder,  alleged , 
that  upon  the  marriage  of  the  plaintiff,  the  said  FraneU  Newnnan  the 
eider,  had  agreed  to  surrender  to  the  plaintiff  his  life  interest  in  tiie 
^rt^fbri  and  SenXk  Caibwry  estates,  as  the  marriage  portion  of  his 
daughter  %  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  in  the  deeds  for  suffering 
the  recorery  a  power  should  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  de- 
fendant FraiatlM  Newmem  the  elder,  jointly  to  grant  leases  and  co- 
pies of  court  roll  of  the  devised  estates,  for  their  joint  benefit,  but  that 
by  fraud  and  imposition  practised  by  the  defendantAimri^  ^ewmam 
the  elder  the  Sparltford  and  SinUk  CadMtrjf  estates  had  not  been  con- 
Teyed  in  any  other  manner  than  by  the  indentures  of  the  14th  mud 
15th  of  February,  I78S  %  and  the  power  of  granting  leasesandcopiesof 
court  roll  had  been  reserved  to  the  defendant  AeiM<riireviMii»  the 
elder,  separatdy  for  hbown  benefit  The  Bill  also  alleged  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  fraudulently  induced  to  execute  theseveral  indentnies  of 
lease  and  release  of  the  14th  and  Ibihoi  F^bmary^  1789 1  and  prayed 
that  the  said  FraneU  Jfewman  the  elder,  might  be  decreed  to  ac^ 
count  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  ^rltferi  and  Sniffc  Cmitmt$ 
estateSi  fromi  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  marriage,  until  the  poasession 
was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  pay  what  upon  taking  such  ac- 
count should   be  found  to  be  duei  that  the  power  obtained  by 
the   defendant,  for  granting  leases  and  copies  of  court  roll  of  the 
devised  estates,  might  be  set  aside  for  fraud  and  impontion  i  and 
that  the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up,  or  procure  to  be 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  all  the  leases  and  copies  of  court  roll 
which  had  been  granted  by  him  under  the  power ;  or  that  a  moietj 
of  the  fines  received  by  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  such  leases  or  co- 
pies, and  a  moiety  of  the  rents  thereafter  to  be  received  therefrom, 
might  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffi  and  that  the  Indentures  of  leaae  and 
release  of  the  plaintiff's  two  several  reverrions  obtained  by  the  de- 
ftadant  from  the  plaintiff  might  be  set  aside  \  and  that  the  defendant 
might  be  decreed  to  join  in  reconveyingthe  same  to  the  plnntiff  i  or 
in  case  the  defendant  had  conveyed  the  N&r&i  Leeze  Park  estate  to  a 
pnrdiaser  for  valuable  consideration  withoutttotice,  that  the  defendant 
might  make  satisbction  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  fnU  value  thereof. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Fmdf  NmffmMm  tiu  elder  died  m  179di  and  upoB  his  death  » 
suppleniealal  bill  was  filed  against  his  executors,  and  against  Caikfi* 
rtmeJt^gerSf  one  of  hb  daughten,  who  claimed  to  he  entitled  to  the 
femaiiider  in  fee  in  the  Rectory  of  Queen  Camd^  as  appointee  under 
the  power  reserved  to  Frauei$  J^Temman  the  elder,  by  the  first  aea- 
tioiied  inAeatnre  of  release  of  the  15th  of  AfrnMty,  178S. 

The  defendant  FnmcU  Newtmam  the  elder  pleaded  the  Statute  of 
Fraads  in  har  of  the  discoyery  and  relief  prayed  by  the  bill,  so  fiir 
as  il  related  to  the  agreement  alle^  to  have  been  made  upon  tbe 
OMunage  of  the  plaintiffi  and  in  answer  to  the  other  parts  of  the  bill 
the  defendant  dented  that  he  had  ever  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that  the 
pewen  aB»ntioiied  in  the  bill  should  be  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  for  their  Joint  benefit,  or  made  any  such  agreement ; 
4^  that  he  had  practised  any  fraud  or  imposition  upon  the  plaintiff: 
And  he  slated  that  the  consideration  which  he  paid  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  reversions  by  the  plaintiff  was  the  release  of  the  Spark- 
ftrdUBd  SMKtk  CmAmry  estates,  which  he  believed  to  be  a  ^ir  consi- 
deiatioB.  The  answer  also  stated  that  the  ^oHk  Lease  Park  estate 
had  been  settled  upon  the  marriage  of  Jane^  one  of  the  dau^ters  of 
the  defendant 
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The  cause  was  heard  on  the  27th,  88th,  and  29th  of  Juney  1809,  and 
Mndeied  to  stead  for  jndgDieiit  on  the  1st  of  wtfi^gratf,  1 81 1 . 


The  decree  directs  that  the  plaintiff's  bill,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to 
charge  the  late  defendant  FrancU  JlTewman  the  elder  with  fraud  and 
impaction  in  obtaining  the  power  of  granting  leases  and  copies  of 
conrl  rdl  of  the  devised  estates,  and  to  have  such  power  set  aside, 
and  so  ftras  it  seeks  io  have  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
^mrlffmrd  and  SeiuA  Caikwtg  estates  from  the  time  of  the  marriage  of 
the  plaintiff,  shall  stand  dismissed  without  costs.    It  then  declares 

4 

that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  rectory  of  Queen  Camel  re- 
conveyed  to  him,  and  to  have  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  accrued 
since  the  death  of  the  late  defendant  FrancU  Jfewmauj  accounted 
§efi  and  paid  to  him  ;  and  to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  said 
isle  defendant  the  value  of  the  estate  called  AWU  LeoMe  ArXr,  and 
the  aaaottnt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  accrued  since  the  death 
of  the  said  late  defendant.  It  then  directs  accounts  to  be  taken  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  Sparkford  and  Seuik  Cadbury  estates,  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  late  defendant,  and 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  rectory  of  Queen  Camelj  received  since 

Vol,  L  C 
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fhe  death  of  the  said  late  defendant  hy  the  defendants  his  executoW ; 
and  after  further  directing  the  value  of  the  North  Leate  Park  estate, 
and  the  amount  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  which  would  have  ac- 
crued since  the  death  of  the  said  late  defendant  to  he  ascerUuned,  and 
ordering  that  what  shall  he  coming  on  account  of  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  the  Sparl^d  and  South  Cadbury  estates  he  deducted  from  tiie 
value  of  the  North  LeoBO  Fark  estate  and  the  rents  and  profits  there- 
of, it  proceeds  to  direct,  that  what  shall  remain  due  to  the  pTaintiff 
after  such  deduction,  and  the  plaintiflfs  costs  of  so  much  of  the  suit 
as  relates  to  the  rectory  of  Queen  Camel  and  the  JlTorth  Lea$e  Fark 
estate,  he  answered  by  the  defendants  the  executors  out  of  the  assets 
of  tho  said  Francis  Newman  the  elder,  and  that  all  proper  par- 
ties reconvey  the  rectory  of  Qaeoi  Camel  totheplaintilTand  his  hetrt. 
'  Reg.  Lib.  B.  8.  1810,  fol.  1471. 


N&Vt 


ROPER  V.  WILLIAMS. 


Injunction  to  HnHE  Bill  in  this  cause  stated  that  by  indentures  of  IcBge 

restrain  the  J.  and  release^  dated  the  26th  and  27th  of  March  1816^ 

breach  of  a  co-  the  defendant  W7/Kam5,  for  a  valuable  conwderation  in  money, 

buildinss  shall  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  his  heirs  and  assigns^  a  piece  of 

be  erected  upon  ground,  adjoining  on  the  south  upon  an  intended  road,  and 

ageneralphin  onthe  north  east  and  west  upon  other  lands  belonging  to  the 

refused :  the  co-  defendant;  and  that  by  the  said  indenture  of  release  the  said 

venantee  having  ^ 

acquiesced  in  a    defendant  covenanted  that  he  his  heirs  appointees  and  as- 

jwrtial  deviation  signs,  would  not  at  any  time  thereafter  erect  or  suffer  to 
from  the  plan*  j,^  erected  on  the  land  belonging  to  him  on  the  north  side  of 
made^mmedi^  the  ground  thereby  conveyed  any  buildings  vdiatsoever, 
application  to  and  that  all  messuages  tenements  and  buildings,  to  be 
the  Court  erected  by  him  his  heirs  appointees  and  assigns  or  any 

A  landlord  person  or  persons  claiming  under  him  or  tliem,  on  the  land 
favour  of  some  belonging  to  him  adjoining  on  the  east  and  west  sides  of  the 
of  his  tenants  a  covenant  entered  into  for  the  benefit  of  all  is  not  entitled  to  an  lojunc. 
tion  to  restrain  the  other  tenants  from  infringing  that  covenant. 
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laid  gfeifnd  thereby  conveyed,  should  be  built  m  a  line 
thirty  feet  from  the  said  intended  road,  and  that  the  same 
should  be  detached  houses^  and  not  less  than  of  the  third  rate 
or  class  of  bmlding. 

The  bill  then  stated  tluft  th^  defendant  fPillidm^hsBi  eii-' 
tered  into  an  agreement  to  sell  and  was  about  to  convey 
to  John  Piper  JBumard,  another  of  the  defendants,  part  of 
the  landbel(Miging  to  him  to  the  west  of  the  plot  conveyed 
to  the  plaintifl^  without  requiring  any  stipulation  that  Bur^ 
nard  should  refrain  from  building  houses  in  a  manner  not 
oMiformable  to  the  bef orementioned  covenant ;  and  that  the 
defendant  Bumard  had  agreed  to  let  the  land,  so  agreed  to 
be  purchased  by  him^  to  the  other  defendant  John  Miller^ 
for  the  purpose  of  buildiog  houses.of  an  inferior  dfescri^^% 
and  di£EsrentIy  situate  from  those  specili^  in  the  ooy^nant  $ 
and  that  the  defendant  MSller  had  commenced  building  a^ 

Gordiogly. 

TTie  IriH  {frayed  an  iA)uticti()n  to  cestrain  the  defendasls 
from  erecting^  or  causing  or  permitting  to  be  erected^  On 
the  ground  which  belonged  to  the  defendant  fFtlliams  at  the 
time  oCthe  execution  of.  the  indentures  of:  the  26th  and  ^th 
March  1816,  adjoining  to  the  east  and  west  sides  of  the 
ground  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff^  and  paxticidaily  gi3i  'the 
ground  stated  to  have  been  agreed  to  be  sold  to  JSifr^larei^  9ny 
messuages  tenements  or  buildings,  except  in  the  manner 
mentioned  in  the  aforesud  covenant  of  the  defendwt  Wil- 
liamsm 


UprsR 

V. 


The  mjtflictioti^Was  gvtoted  oh  the  23rd  of  May,  upon 
certificate  of  the  bill  filed>  aad  an  affidavit  of  the  &ct8  above 
stated.  The  defendants  now  moved  to  dissolve  it  upon  affi- 
davits  which  stated  that  the  covenant  entered  into  by  JFtl- 
Hams  with  the  jdaintiff  was  never  intended  to  extend  be** 
yond  the  groimd  immediately  adjoining  on  the  east  and 
westddesof  the  land  sold  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  a  strip 
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lem.  of  ground  lying  between  the  plaintiff's  land^  and  Hie  land 
agreed  to  be  sold  to  JBumardy  and  extending  121  feet  to 
tfaeweatof  the plaintiff^sland^  had  been  sold  toaMr,  Thm- 
WiiAuaft.  ibuon,  who  was  restricted  from  building  in  any  manner  not 
Gonfonnable  to  the  covenant.  Tlie  affidavits  also  stated, 
that  early  m  the  year  1818  the  plaintiff  had  served  1^  de- 
fendant Bumard  with  notice  not  to  proceed  in  the  erecticm 
of  some  houses,  the  carcases  of  which  were  Chen  complete, 
and  wliichwere  of  a  diffsrent  class  from  those  specified  in 
the  covenant,  and  at  a  differmt  distance  from  the  intended 
road ;  but  that  on  being  shewn  the  opinion  of  counsel  tint 
the  rights  under  the  covenant  could  not  be  Insisted  upon, 
the  plaintiff  had  taken  no  st^  to  eeiotce  the  notiloe,  and 
had  permitted  the  defendant  to  complete  the  buil^i^.  Tlie 
affidavits  furthor  «tat^  that  tiie  houses  in  (faeMaa  in  flie 
canse  had  been  commenced  early  in  the  year,  and  had  been 
proceeded  with  until  the  injunction  wasgranted.  The  con* 
struction  ol  the  covenant  set  up  by  the  defendants  was  de- 
nied by  the  plaintiff  who  filed  counter-affidavits.  The  mo- 
tkn  to  dissolve  the  injunction  had  been  made  before  the 
Pk^ChanodloTf  and  refiised. 

Mr.  4gor  and  Bflr*  RontpMUn  the  defendant  fFiUiama. 

Mr.  Shadwett  and  Mr.  Temple  for  the  defendants  Bur- 
w/tidDAlSlleTm 

In  siqppoit  of  the  motion. 

The  Court  will  grant  injunctions  of  this  nature  only  where 
die  mischief  is  irremediable,  not  in  a  case  like  tlie  present, 
where  there  is  merely  a  diminution  of  value,  and  damages 
will  be  a  sufficient  compensation.  Attorney  General  v. 
Nicbol.  (a)  Tlie  plaintiff  has  waived  the  benefit  of  the  co- 
^Miant  by  allowing  houses  to  be  built  in  violation  of  it,  and 

Ml«Ves.S4t. 
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be  eannot  now  be  permitted. to  complain.  Ifis  application         1893. 

fiir  tbe  fipecial  interference  of  th^  Court  ought  to  have  been  ^«^v^-^ 
made  at  the  earliest  period.    He  must  be  left  to  hia  re-         Bona 

medy  at  law  upon  the  covenant,  Whaukb. 

fib.  Home  aiid  Mr.  S^penee  for  the  plaintiff^ 

Relied  upon  the  construction  of  thecovenant^as  intended 
to  embrace  all  the  houses  to  be  bidltupon  the  land  belonging 
to  WtUiams}  and  insisted  tliat  the  acquiescence  of  the 
plaintiflFin  not  compkuning  of  the  erection  of  buildings^  by 
which  the  covenant  was  infringed  in  a  partial  degree,  could 
not  preclude  him  from  relief  against  the  more  gross  nQla^ 
tion  ^H&ich  was  now  attempted. 

Tbe  LOBO  CSANClBiXOBi. 

Thiadeed  was  made  by  a  gentlnmn,  who  seems  to  have 
poeaeased  land  to  the  north,  east,  and  west,  of  the  piece  of 
land  bcyugjit  by  Mr.  Moper^  No  question  arbes  as  to  the 
hmd  to  flie  north:  but  as  to  the  land  on  the  east  and  west  one 
queation  la,  whether  the  word  ^'adjoinmg*'  contained  in  the 
covenant  indudes  all  the  land  adjoining  to  the  east  and 
west  to  the  utmost  extremity  in  each  direction,  or  whether 
it  includes  only  a  small  portion  immediately  adjoining.  It 
has  been  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  fTilliaim, 
that  it  includes  only  the  parts  immediately  adjoining  *..  but  I 
do  not  see  how  they  can  put  that  construction  iqpon  it^  be«- 
cause  the  covenant  extends  to  all  the  messuages  to  be  built 
on  the  east  and  west  sides,  and  according  to  their  construc- 
tion it  would  be  exhausted  by  a  single  messuage.  In  my 
view  of  the  case  it  includes  all  the  land  to  the  east  and  west 
as  £ur  as  the  utmost  extremity  in  both  those  directions. 

This  case  is  not  within  the  range  of  cases  between  A.  and 
B. :  but  it  is  a  case  in  which  persons  claimtng  under  A. 
have  in  equity  acquired  right?  both  agsdnst  A,  and  B.,  which 
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mt*  could  not  well  be  treated  of  in  a  court  of  law.  If  tike  mat- 
ter wer6  resintegra,  I  should  say  that  AFIt/KduM  had  bound 
himself  in  equity  to  make  no  new  grants  without  giving  no* 
Williams*  tice  of  this  covenant  to  all  subsequent  grantees.  The  ob< 
ject  which  fFtlliams  had  in  view  seems  to  have  been^  to 
have  laid  out  the  whole  of  the  land  upona  general  plan^  and 
to  get  as  many  grantees  as  he  could  to  be  subject  to  the 
same  obligations  as  A^jper;  and  the  covenant  entered  into  by 
JfiUiams  with  Aop«r  wasfor  the  benefit  of  all  such  grantees. 
Having  long  lived  in  Oawer  Street,  I  have  often  been 
in  the  habit  of  QlustratSng  my  view  of  such  cases  by  refier- 
ence  to  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  Duke  of  BetJ^briTs 
leases.  In  the  lease  of  every  house  on  the  east  side  of  that 
street  is  contfdned  a  covenant  that  there  shall  be  no  erection 
behind  them  exceeding  a  certam  height.  Tlie  landlord  in 
such  a  case  is  stipulating  not  only  for  his  own  benefit  but 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  tenants  in  that  neighbourhood.  If 
therefore  tlie  landlordln  some  particular  instances  lets  loose 
some  of  his  tenants,  he  cannot  come  into  equity  to  restrain 
others  from  infringing  the  covenant  to  whom  he  has  not 
given  such  a  licence.  Hemay  have  a  good  case  for  damages 
at  law ;  but  if  he  thinks  it  right  to  take  away  the  benefit 
of  his  general  plan  from  some  of  his  tenants,  he  cannot 
with  any  justice  come  into  equity  for  an  injunction  against 
those  tenants.  It  is  not  a  question  of  mere  acquiescence : 
but  in  every  instance  in  which  the  grantor  suffers  grnmtees 
to  deviate  from  a  general  plan  intended  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
he  deprives  others  of  the  right  which  he  had  g^ven  them,  to 
have  the  general  plan  enforced  for  the  benefit  of  all.  In 
such  cases  I  have  always  understood  this  Court  will  leave  the 
parties  to  tl^eir  remedy  at  lawt 

Tliere  is  another  view  in  >vhich  this  case  may  be  oond* 
dered:  every  relaxation  which  the  pkdntiff  has  permitted  in 
allowing  houses  to  be  built  in  violation  of  the  covenant 
amounts  j9ro7anto  to  a  dispensation  of  the  obligation  in« 
tended  to  be  contracted  by  it.    Very  little  in  ca^es  of  this 
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nature  is  sufficient  to  shew  acquiescence ;  and  courts  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  unless  the  most  active  diligence  has 
been  exoiied  throughout  the  whole  proceeding.  It  is 
not  sufficient  to  have  givea  notice  of  the  covenant  in  1818* 
In  every  case  of  this  sort  the  party  injured  is  bound  to  make 
lyn"!*^!^^  application  to  the  Court  in  the  first  instance ;  and 
cannot  permit  money  to  be  expended  by  a  person,  even  ^ 
thoi:^  he  has  notice  of  the  covenant,  and  then  apply  for  an 
injunction.  Taking  all  the  circmnstances  together,  the  per- 
mission to  build  contrary  to  the  covenant,  and  the  laying 
by  four  or  five  months  before  filing  the  bill,  this  is  not  a  case 
lA  which  a  court  of  equity  ought  to  interfere  by  injunction  j 
but  the  plaintiff  must  be  left  to  his  remedy  at  law, 


lfti3. 


Ropca 

V, 
Wl|«UA|||. 


Injunction  dissolved* 


CARLETON  v.  L'ESTRANGE. 

IN*  this  case,  a  plea  having  been  put  in  by  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  replication,  and  afterwards,  before  the 
plea  was  set  down  to  be  argued,  obtained  an  order  upon  mo- 
tion of  course  to  withdraw  the  replication,  and  amend  the 
bilL 

It  was  now  moved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
order  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  might  be  discharged  with 
costs  for  irregularity,  and  that  the  amended  bill  might  be 
taken  off  the  file. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Moupell  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Cooper  against  it. 


N0V.  t7. 

After  plea 
pleaded,  and  re- 
plication filed, 
and  before  the 
plea  set  down,  it 
18  not  a  motion 
of  coarse  to  with- 
draw the  replicar 
tion,  and  amend 
the  bill. 

An  order  for 
tbat  purpose,  ob* 
tained  of  course, 
discharged  for 
irregularity,  and 
the  amended  bill 
ordered  to  be 
taken  off  the  file. 
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It  is  avery  uBual  thing  when  an  aaflwer  i»  pot  m  for  a 
plaintiff  to  withdraw  his  replication  and  amend  his  biD,  in 
some  cases  without  notice  of  motion^  and  in  other  cases 
with  notice.     The  question  here  is,  whether  after  plea 
pleaded  and  replication  filed,  and  before  the  plea  is  set 
down  to  be  argued,  you  can  move  to  withdraw  the  jepBcar 
lion  and  amend  the  bill,  as  a  motion  of  course,  or  whether 
yott  must  not  fpLve  a  notice  of  motion.    I  have  made  in- 
qoiries  upon  the  suligec^  and  I  cannot  find  a  sin^^e  instance 
where  this  has  been  done  upon  amotion  of  course  after  plea 
pleaded  and  replication  filed ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  it  can 
be  done,  because  something  must  be  done  about  the  plea. 
In  the  case  of  an  answer,  if  you  withdraw  the  reidication 
and  amend  the  bill,  the  answer  still  stands,  as  a  species  of 
answer  atleast^toso  much  of  the  original  bill  as  remains : 
but  with  reiqiect  to  the  plea,  which  puts  an  end  to  the  cause 
altogether,  unless  the  Court  goes  on  to  do  something  with 
it,  there  will  be  an  amended  bill  with  a  plea  remaining  on 
record,  not  as  part  of  an  answer,  (there  being  no  order  that 
it  should  stand  as  an  answer  with  liberty  to  except)  but  as 
a  plea  to  the  whole  of  theoriginal  bill.    While  the  plea  re- 
mains, the  amendment  cannot  be  made,  without  the  Court 
interposes  to  regulate  the  record  in  order  that  it  may  stand 
right.    Hie  motion  must  be  granted,  and  I  do  not  see  any 
way  of  going  to  work  except  by  takmg  the  amended  bill 
off  the  file :  but  I  will  give  the  other  party  an  opportunity 
of  speakinir  to  that. 


The  motion  was  not  naentioned  again ;  and  an  order  was 
made  that  the  order  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  shoidd  be 
discharged  for  irregularity,  and  that  the  amended  bill  should 
be  taken  off  the  file. 
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1829. 


BEAKD  t^.  WESTCOTT. 

Nov.  «8. 

UPON  die  hearing  of  this  cause  a  case  was  sent  for  the     Devise  to  A. 
ojHnion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas.    The  ques-  for  ninety-nine 
lions  sobmitted  to  the  consideration  of  that  courts  and  the  ^^^*^^  '^  ^ 
certificatcof  the  judges,  are  reported  in  5  IViuntRep.  392.  Jv^;  rc^Sler 

to  his  first  son, 

A  case  was  afterwards  sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  ^^  unborn,  for 
of  King's  Bench,  which,  with  the  certificate  of  the  judges  '^^^^'y:*'"® 
of  that  Court,  is  reported  m  5  J?am.  and  Aid.  801.  SSiw^lonr 

live  I  snd  so  on 

The  certificate  of  the  two  courts  were  conflicting.  uktaSl  male  to 

suchfirrtson 
_-  .     ^  lawful!  J  issaing 

Trie  cause  came  on  for  further  duections.  for  ever;  and  for 

'want  and  in  de- 

Bfr.  HaH  and  Mr.  Stephen  ^'^^^  «^  «»<*  ^ 

sne  of  such  first 
son,  to  the  se- 
Contended,  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  had  not  re-  cond  and  other 

tamed  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  case  i  and  that  it  could  not  ^^  saccessiTely 

be  collected  from  their  certificate,  whether  the  circumstance    ^^  '^ine^-nino 

yeais  onlyy  m 
that  the  limitalaonB  were  to  take  eflfect  at  the  end  of  a  term  case  he  should 

of  21  yeara^  without  reference  to  tiie  in&ncjr  of  the  per-  so  long  liyei 

son  intended  to  take,  created  such  a  suspense  of  the  vesting  ^B^^l^B^ch 
.  J      .1     ,.    ..  ..  .J  elder  son  or  the 

as  to  render  the  limitations  void.  j^^^  ^^  ^^^  , 

der  sonshoold  have  no  greater  estate  tbanfor  ninety-nine  years,  determinablaat  hia  de- 
cease f  and  if  there  should  be  no  issue  male  of  A.,  at  the  time  of  his  (A.'8)  death,  or  in 
case  there  flhonld  be  such  issue  male  at  that  time,  and  they  should  all  die  befisse  twenty- 

one  without  isNie  male,  then  to  B.  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  dionld  so  ioBglivei  i^ 
fwainder  to  the  first  son  of  B.  for  niQety-«ine  years,  If  he  should  so  long  live,  Act  held, 
that  A.  took  under  the  will  an  estate  for  ninety-nine  years  in  the  freehold  estatesy  de. 
terminable  with  his  life,  and  the  same  estate  in  the  leasehold,  if  they  sheuld  so  loog 
continue  i  and  that,  upon  his  death,  his  first  son  would  take  an  estate  f«r  nfaiolymiae 
yean  in  the  freehold,  determinable  with  his  life,  and  the  remainder  of  the  term  in  the 
icMdu^dsi  hot  thai  the  limitations  tp  the  second  and  other  opbom  sons  of  A.  were 
void  as  tending  to  perpetuity  |  and  the  limitations  over  to  E,  &c.  after  these  void  linn*- 
ations  were  not  accelerated,  but  were  void  also. 
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189S. 


Bbard 

WEtTGOTT* 


Mr.  Sugden  for  the  plmtiff 

Insisted  that  the  oonclusidh  to  which  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  had  come  involv^  the  djodsicm  of  Ijie  point. 


The  Lord  Chancbixor. 

It  is  impossible  tluit  the  Court  of  King's  Bendi  shouU 
not  have  considered  that  point.  Tlie  certificate  of  that  Court 
appears  to  me  toafibrd  a  substantial  answer  to  the  questions 
put;  and^  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case^  I  think  the 
best  thing  I  can  do  is  to  confirm  it,  and  thus  to  help  the  case 
to  the  House  of  Lords,  if  the  parties  think  it  right  tp  take  it 
tiiere.  The  inclination  of  my  opinion  b  that  the  Court  of 
King's  Qench  is  right. 

Certificate  confinped. 


M0V.  fiSt  98. 

Efpiitable  te- 
nant in  tail 
•liens  in  ice  b  J 
way  of  nortp 
^ageiagood 
equitable  reco- 
very may  be 
snffisKdofthe 


eqni- 
tableestate  with- 
out the  concur 
renceoftba 
mor^agee. 


NOUAILLB  V.  GREENWOOD. 

THE  Bin  in  this  cause  prayed  the  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  by  the  defendant  of  an 
estate  at  Tonbridge.  The  master  reported  that  a  good  title 
could  not  be  made ;  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  master's  report,  and  allowed  by  the  Fiee-Chancettor. 
From  tine  order  allowing  the  exceptions  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed. 

Tlie  objection  to  the  titie  arose  firom  a  recovery  suffered 
by  a  person  of  the  name  of  Isabella  Cooke  isx  the  year 
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1746 :  it  was  inferred  from  the  recovery  that  an  estate  tul 
bad  previoiidy  existed^  which  it  was  alleged  had  not  been 
effiBctually  barred  by  the  recovery,  because  the  legal  estate 
was  in  a  mortgagee  who  had  not  joined  in  making  the  te- 
nant to  the  praecipe. 

Tbe  abstract  stated  a  fine  levied  io  Hilary  Term  1741  of 
an  estate  at  Tonbridge  by  John  Cooke  and  Isabella  his 
wife;  and  the  will  of  the  said  John  Cooke  dated  the  24th 
ijtJune  1743,  vrtiich  contained  a  recital,  ^^  that  his  wife  had 
passed  a  fine  of  all  her  estate  at  2bnirtc^«,  and  had  settled 
the  same  in  trustees,  and  had  g^ven  them  a  power  to  raise 
die  sum  of  400/.  and  to  make  the  said  estate  chargeable 
with  l&e  payment  thereof;''  and  by  which  m  ease  of  his 
death  before  the  said  sum  should  be  raised  he  diaiged  the 
said  estate 


isn. 


Gebsmwooo. 


The  abstract  further  stated  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease dated  the  19th  and  20th  of  May,  1746,  whereby  Isa^ 
beUa  Cooke,  her  husband  being  then  dead,  conveyed  the 
estate  in  question  to  the  use  of  John  Stow  in  fee,  subject 
to  redemption;  and  an  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale 
dated  the  18th  of  June,  1746,  whereby,  for  barring  all 
estates  tail,  she  conveyed  the  premises  to  Joseph  Cur^ 
soft  in  fee,  to  make  him  tenant  of  the  freehold  for  suffer- 
ing a  recovery,  which  it  was  declared  should  enure  to 
the  use  of  her,  Cooke,  in  fee.  A  recovery  was  suffered 
accordingly  in  IVnmty  Term  1746^  u^  which  she  was 
voudied. 


The  abstract  further  stated  indentures  of  lease  and  re^ 
lease  dated  the  7th  and  8th  of  July,  1746,  and  made  be- 
tween SUno  of  the  first  part,  Cooke  of  the  second  part,  and 
Sidney  Sifsffbrd  Smyth,  Esq.  (afterwards  one  erf  the  Ba- 
i>cms  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,)  of  the  third  part^  by  which 
Stow  and  Cooke  conveyed  tlie  premises  to  Smyth  as  a  se- 
curity for  the  original  mortgage  money  and  a  further  sum 
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advanced  by  Um.  Itthensta^thewmof  AaW&i€6o*e^ 
by  whkOiahedevifledlo-EdtiiNW^ifayrfmfeei  wdaniiiT 
denture  dated  the  2\^  ci November,  1749,  bywhkba  far- 
ther sum  advanced  by  yftj^lA  waa  aecuwd  HfKm  the  looitr 

gaged  premises. 

FVom  17^  1»  the  present  tune  the  estate  had  been  held 
imder  the  title  of  the  mortgagors. 

Mr,  iffiigri^  and  Mr.  JBarier  for  flie  defendant  tbe  pur- 
chaser 

Insisted  that  the  presumption  from  the  reoovery  was, 
tbitt  a  kgel  estate  tail  e^dsted,  especially  as  the  husband's 
will  refoired  to  a  setaementj  and  that  a  reconyeyance 
from  the  mortgagee  could  not  be  presumed,  aa  he  had  con- 
veyed subsequent  to  the  recovery. 


Mr.  Bartp  Mr.  FreMtWy  wd  Mr.  Setony  t^  the 


Th^e  U  no  evidence  of  any  estate  tail;  it  is  mere  aus- 
ficioii  endhig  in  su^oon,  and  cannot  be  the  l^iti- 
ynate  ground  of  l^ial  deci^n.  (a)  The  setttemast  referr 
red  to  intbe  will  is  no  evidenee  of  an  estate  tail.  No* 
thing  i9  mare  common  than  recoveries  wSbgcsA  without 
reason. 


At  this  distance  of  time  every  thuig  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  rightly  done.  The  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage to  Sir  S.  S.  Smythe,  and  the  continued  enjoyment 
ever  pinee^  exclude  all  doitbtt  upon  the  qnestioii.  Sperling 
V.  Tr0vor,  {h)  Mc  Q^em  T.  f^quhar^  (c)  Ctmsemaker  v. 


(a)  Per  Dallssy  C.  J.  in  ^erUm 
m.  Sir  r.  Chem§nejf$f  €.  P.  08id 

^9v.  lass. 

ik)  7  Yes.  497. 


(c)  1 1  Vcs.  467. 
(4  Sugd.  Tend,    and  Furch. 
App, 
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Hie  Lord  Chancbixor. 

Hie  wiD  ot  John  Cooke  in  1743  is  evidence,  that  under 
some  fine  there  was  a  setdement  in  trustees :  but  whether 
the  lq;al  estate  was  vested  in  them,  or  merely  a  power 
given  to  raise  achaige  on  the  estate,  does  not  precisely  ap- 
pear. Although  the  eoqiressions  are  inaccurate,  the  pre- 
sumption seems  to  i]ie  to  be  that  the  fa^  estate  was  vested 
in  the  trusteeB, 


1922. 


NOUAILLS 

GausirooD. 


Hie  settlement  is  not  noticed  in  the  deed  to  lead  tiie 
uaesof  the  recovery:  but  althougli  there  is  ilo doidyt  that 
many  recoveries  have  been  suffered  unneeessarSy,  it  is  rea^ 
souable  to  suppose  that  this  recovery  was  suffered  with  re- 
ferenee  to  Hie  setdeiMat.  If  dien  die  legal  estate  wai^  in 
the  tmsleea,  the  mortgage  hi  fee  conveyed  to  Stomt'^nSy 
aa  equitable  eatat^  asid  then  a  good  equitable  tiec^very 
ndgfat  be  soflbred  of  the  secondary  equkaMe  estate.  wMioul 
the  conowrence  of  the  tiioiii|;agee.  («) 

Atlke  tfaneof  the  Ixwitfer  of  Ihe  mortgage  to  Sfr  )s,V. 
Smyihe^  there  is  no  evidenee  that  he  had  all  tte  antecedent 
infltminents  befo»e'hfan ;  but  it  is  a  strong  tlnng  to  say  ihldr 
the  tMe  was  not  examined.  Weotight  to  give  credit  to^ 
men  f^  emiHience  in  the  pfoffession  who  were  deaSng  for 
their  own  security,  and  therefore  stmst  condeive  that  thef 
title  was  not  accepted  without 


i^  «;mii  iKti^[ii 


Besides  this  there  has  been  .continued  enjoyment  under 
the  tide  as  contended  for  by  the  plidntiff ;  althougl^^I  cannot 
say  that  ingenuity  vriH  not  find  objections  to  Ihe  title. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  better  than  ninety-nine  out  of 
one  hundred. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


(«)  This  point  is  flaled  ss  a 
qneatioB  open  to  dedtlon  in  a 
MlB  bf  MrT  AfOSir  to  p.  61.  ^f 


the  last  edition  of  Featne.  See 
abo  CMonicv.  Seofffe^  1  Atic. 
609. 
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STATHAM  t;.  HALL- 


iSifi. 


Befoi*e  drahamy   Baron,  and  Masters  Stepheny  nikd 
Rolls,         CourterUiy,  for  the  Master  of  the  Molls. 

Dee.  2, 

tJpon  the  hear-  fXlHE  bill  in  this  cause  prayed,  that  the  defendants  might 

Ing  of  an  inter-      JL  be  directed  to  interplead  as  to  a  bond  which  had  been 

pleading  bill,      j^posit^  With  the  tdamlaff  for  safe  cnstodT.  The  usual  affi- 
evidence  is  ad*         '•      ,  ^  * 

missible  to  shew  davit  was  annexed  to  the  bill^ 

that  the  plaintiff 

hasretained  pos-  On  the  part  of  som^  oi  the  defieaadaats  evidence  was  of- 
session  of  the  f^^  ^^j^  p}ahitiffii  having  retaiiied  the  bond  in  question^ 
snit  under  an  under  aa  kidemnity  from  the  other  defendants.  It  was  oIk 
indemnity  from  jected  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  evidence  was  not  adnoossible  f 
some  of  the  de-  and  in  support  of  the  objection  it  was  argued^  that  no  evi^ 
^°^^  denoe  could  be  adduced  on  a  bill  of  tliia  description  to  af- 

fect the  ptointiffj  and  that  the  questicm  of  indemnity  was 
not  in  issue  between  the  parties.  On  theother  hand  it  was 
contended  that  the  evidence  oflEered  entirely  defeated  the 
equity  of  the  plamtiff's  case^  w}iich  depended  upon  the  fact 
of  his  not  being  connected  with  either  party^  and  that  the 
a£Eidavit  formed  part  <^  the  record. 

Mr,  Wing  field  and  Mr.  Evans  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Koe  for  some  of  the  defendanfsr 

*  Mr.  l^otrncfe^  four  the  other  defendants^ 

Qraharriy  Baron. 

The  question  before  the  Court  is,  whether  this  is  a  pro- 
'  _.        *'  ' ' '   ■ 

per  interpleading  bill.    The  evidence.ofiered,  tends  to  shew 

that  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  resting  upon  the  indramfty  of 
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the  Comt,  has  taken  a  security  by  way  of  indemnity^  and 
lenlhis  name  lor  the  purpose  of  bringing  forward  the  case 
in  theshape  of  an  interpleading  suit.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  evidence  which  tends  so  much  to  shew  the  complexion 
of  the  bill  must  be  admitted^  ai^  that  it  forms  a  material 
featofe  in  the  case. 


Ife2. 


StAti^aA 

V. 

Hall. 


The  case  was  afterwards  argued 
the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs* 


•tj 


Sir  £DMUNI>  B ACC»Nf,  PLAiNTiFr, 

ANH 

WILLIAM  BEAUCHAMP  PROCTOR  and  (Xh^, 

Defendants. 

Before  Graham^  Baron^  and  Masten  Simeon^  and  Sirat^ 
ford^  for  the  Master  of  the  Mqlb. 


RouMf 
Dee.  4»  6. 


s 


}IR  Edmund  Bacon,  premier  baronet  of  Englapd,  by     The  phuntiflfs 
his  will  dated  Hie  19th  of  June  1815,  after  reciting,  fi^«ft«P<«  V»« 

'  ^'  marriage  of  his 

dsnghteis,  de- 
mises an  estate  is  tnutees,  upon  tnisU  for  imiiiln|^  certaia  sasH^  nUeh  are  settled  upon 
the  dsni^tery  asd  their  children ;  and  bj  his  will»  after  charging  the  estate  with  other 
sums  to  be  settled  upon  the  same  trusts,  with  portions  for  sons,  and  with  a  further  sum 
in  disdiarge  of  a  mortgage  of  another  estate,  devises  it  to  other  trustees,  upon  trust 
from  time  to  tiflse  to  rsceite  the  rents  and  profits,  and  to  invest  the  same  in  the  pur- 
chase of  stock,  so  as  to  accumulate  and  form  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid 
charges; "  and  after  the  same  should  have  been  raised  and  paid,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
net  rents,  issues,  and  profits  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of  such  person  of  his  own  name, 
Mood  and  family,  as  for  the  time  being  should  succeed  to  and  be  invested  with  hb  ti- 
tle and  dignity  of  a  baronet,  to  the  end  that  his  said  eatate  might  be  continued  in  his 
name,  blood,  and  family,  and  be  enjoyed  and  go  along  wiith  his  title^  so  long  as  the  rules 
of  Jaw  and  equity  would  permit }  but  if  upon  failure  of  issue  male  of  his  body  there 
should  not  be  any  person  who  should  be  entitled  to  enjoy  his  title,  upon  trust  to  stand 
seised  of  the  estate,  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  or  persons  who  riiould  be  his  right 
heir  or  heirs  at  law,  and  to  convey  and  assure  the  same  accordingly ;  held  that  the 
trust  for  accumulation  was  good,  and  that  the  plaintiff*,  the  succeeding  baronet,  took  a 
vested  estate  for  life. 
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duKt  he  had  issue  th»  fivug,  five  cUftdren,  viz.  Edmund 
Bacon  his  ddest  acm^  and  Ann  Frances  Hussofj  NichoUu 
Bacon^  Maria  Hodge,  and  Henry  Bacon  his  yoanger 
duUren;  and  tiiat  by  a  aetdemeat  made  pfenoody  to  the 
mmikfgt  of  Itts  said  ^daaghter  Ann  Frances  with  Edward 
TVumuu  Hussey,  Esq.  he  had  gianted  and  demised  cer- 
tain parts  of  his  estate  in  Chancery  Lane  and  its  vicinity 
to  trustees  for  the  tenn  of  500  yean,  upon  trust  to  raise 
the  sum  of  2500/.  within  tibree  months  next  after  his  de- 
cease,  and  to  stand  possessed  thereof  upon  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  the  said  Edward  Thomas  Hassey  and  Anne 
Frances  his  wife,  and  tlieir  issue ;  and  that  by  a  settlement 
made  previously  to  the  marriage  of  his  said  daughter  Man 
ria  with  Edward  Hoc^,  Esq.  he  had  gnmSted  and  de- 
mised other  parts  of  his  said.  Chancery  Lane  estate  to 
other  trustees  for  the  like  term  of  500  years,  tipoii  ttust  to 
raise  another  sum  of  25002.  within  three  months  next  after 
his  decease,  and  to  stand  possessed  thereof  upon  trusts  for 
the  benefit  of  the  said  Edward-Hodge  and  Maria  his  wife 
and  their  issue;  and  after  fiirther  reciting  ihat  he  had  ad-^ 
vanced  to  his  son  the  said /iEsmy  JJocon  the  sum  of  3000/., 
90OM.  of  which  he  liad  borrowed  upon  moxigage  of  Ms 
estate  at  Thorpe  in  the  County  of  Norfolk;  subjected  and 
charged  his  said  Chancery  Ikiiie  estate  to  and  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  4060/.  wifh  fattest  at  the  rate  of  fire 
per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  time  of  his  decease^  and  di- 
rected that  two  sums  of  500/.  and  500/.,  parts  of  such  sum 
of  4000/.,  should  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  set* 
tkments  of  Ids  said  two  daughters  upon  the  trusts  declared 
by  such  settlements  respectively  of  the  sums  of  2500/.  and 
2500A  tiieieby  directed  to  be  raised;  and  tiiat  3000/.,  the 
residue  of  the  said  sum  of  4000/.,  should  be  paid  to  his  son 
the  said  Nicholas  Bacon.    The  testator  then  charged  the 
said  Chancery  Lane  estate  with  the  further  sum  of  2000/. ; 
and  ^Greeted  the  same  to  be  raised  by  his  trustees  out  of 
the  rents  and  produce  of  that  estate,  and  applied  in  dis- 
charge of  the  before  mentioned  mortgage  of  2000/.  and  in^ 
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lerest,  and  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  several  terms  of  five 
hundred  years  and  five  hundred  years  respectively  created 
by  the  marriage  settlements  of  his  said  two  daughters^  the 
said  testator  gave  and  devised  the  said  Chancery  Lane  es^ 
tate  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  trustees  named  in  his  will 
their  heira  and  assigns  for  ever ;  upon  trust  from  time  to 
time  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and  after 
keeping  the  same  in  proper  repair^  and  paying  all  neces- 
sary outgoings  in  respect  thereof^  to  pay  and  keep  down 
out  of  the  net  rents  and  profits  ihe  interest  of  the  said  two' 
several  sums  of  25002.  and  25002.  respectively  directed  to 
be  raised  undier  the  trusts  of  the  said  several  terms  of  five 
hundred  years  and  five  hunted  years^  and  of  the  said  snips 
of  4000/.  and  2000/.  so  thereby  cbarged  as  aforesaid^  and 
subject  thereto^  upon  trust  to  lay  out  and  invest  all  the  re- 
udue  of  such  net  rents  and  profits  in  the  public  stocks  or 
funds  in  their  names  at  interest^  and  from  time  to  time  to 
place  out  and  invest  in  like  manner  all  the  dividends  or 
annual  proceeds  which  should  arise  or  lEU!crue  from  sucBl 
stocks  or  fimds^  and  from  the  stocks  or  f\mi&  upon  whic& 
such  dividends  or  annual  proceeds  might  be  so  placed- 
or  invested  as  aforesaid ;  so  that  the  said  residuary  or  over- 
plus  rents  and  profits,  and  th^  dividends  or  annual  proceeds' 
of  the  stocks  or  funds  upon  whicli  the  same  mig^t  be  rer 
epectirely  placed  or  invested,  might  accumulate  until  a  fund 
should  be  created  sufficient  to  answer  pay  and  satisfy  the 
said  two  several  sums  of  2500/.  and  25002.  respectively 
directed  to  be  raised  and  paid  under  the  trusts  of  the  said' 
several  terms  of  five  hundred  years  and  five  Hundred  years^ 
at  which  period  the  said  testator  directed  that  the  said  two 
several  sums  of  25002.  and  25002.  shoyld  be  respectively 
raised  and  paid  out  of  such  accumulated  fimd  accordingly ; 
and  after  payment  pf  the  ssud  several  sums  of  25002.  ancf 
25002.  the  said  testator  directed  his  said  trustees  to* 
place  out  and  invest  all  such  ri^iduary  or*  overplus  rents^ 
issues  and  profits  as  afofessud,  so  that  the  same  might  ac- 
cumidate  in  like  manner  until  a  fund  should  be  created  ^vfr 
Vol.  I.  D 


18^9. 


Bacoit 

V, 
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ficient  to  answer  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  sums  of  4000f. 
and  2000/.  so  thereby  charged  on  his  said  estate  as  afore- 
said^ when  he  directed  that  such  accumulated  fund  should 
be  sold  and  disposed  of,  and  the  produce  thereof  applied 
in  payment  of  the  same  in  the  proportions  and  manner 
thereinbefore  mentioned  and  directed.    And  after  the  said 
several  sums  of  2500/.  and  2500/.  and  4000/.  and  2000/. 
respectively  should  have  been  fully  raised  and  paid^  the 
said  testator  directed  his  said  trustees  from  time  to  time 
to  pay  apply  and  dispose  of  all  the  net  rents  and  profits 
of  his  said  estate  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of   such  per- 
son of  his  own  name  blood  and  family,  as  for  the  time 
being  should  succeed  to  and  be  invested  with  his  title 
and  dignity  of   premier  baronet  of   England;    to   the 
end  intent  and  purpose  that  the  said  estate  might  be 
continued  and  preserved  in  the  name  blood  and  family 
of  him  the   said  Sir  Edmund  Baconj  and  that  the   net 
rents  and    profits    thereof   might   be    enjoyed    and    go 
along  with  his  said    title   and   dignity  of   premier  ba- 
ronet of  England  so  long  as  the  rules  of  law  or  equity 
would  permit :  but  if  upon  or  after  failure   of  issue  male 
of  his  body,  there  should  not  be  any  person  who  under 
or  by  virtue  of    the    letters    patent  whereby  his    said 
title  or  dignity  was  originally  granted  or  created  should 
be  entitled  to  have  and  enjoy  his  said  title  and  dignity 
of  premier  baronet  of  E^igland^  so  that  such  title  and 
dignity  should  become  extinct,  then  and  in   such  case 
and  from  thenceforth  the   said  testator  willed   and   di- 
rected that  his  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should 
subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  trusts  and  directions 
thereinbefore  declared  and  contained,  stand  and  be  seized 
of  and  interested  in  his  said  estate  in  trust  for  or  for  tlie 
benefit  of  the  person  or  persons  who  should  then  be  his 
right  heir  or  heirs  at  law,  and  should  convey  and  assure  the 
same  accordingly.     And  after  giving  to  his  eldest  son  the 
said  Edmund  Bacon  the  use  and  enjoyment  during  his  life 
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of  a  certain  piece  of  plate^  and  directing  that  after  ibe  de*-  18^- 
cease  of  hb  said  son^  the  same  should  be  held,  used  and 
eajoyed  by  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  who 
should  succeed  to  his  title  and  dignity  of  premier  baronet  Pkoctob. 
oiEngland  so  long  as  the  rules  of  law  or  equity  would  per- 
mit, the  testator  devised  all  his  other  real  estates,  and  also 
all  luaperBOoal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed  to  his  said 
eldest  aooy  his  heirs  executors  and  administrators.  He  af- 
terwanb  made  two  codicils  dated  respectively  the  22d  July 
1818,  and  the  &th  April  1820.  By  the  first  of  which  he 
revoked  the  appointment  of  one  of  the  trustees  named  in 
his  will;  and  by  the  second  of  which  he  revoked  the  be- 
quest of  lOOOf.  and  interest,  part  of  the  sum  of  3000/.  and 
interestgiven  by  his  will  to  his  son  Nichidas,  and  directed 
that  the  sum  of  2000/.  only  should  be  paid  to  him  with  the 
interest  in  the  manner  directed  by  his  vrill  respecting  the 
sum  of  9000/. 

The  testator  died  on  the  5^  of  September  1820,  leaving 
Sir  BdmMtnd  Bacon  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  and  the 
fourother  children  named  in  his  will  surviving.  Sir  Ed- 
wumd  JBooon  the  son  had  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  two  sons  Edmwnd  and  JNichobu  Henry  Bacon. 
And  the  said  Niehobu  Bacon  had  issue  then  living  a  son 
Henry-  ERekman  Bacon :  but  there  had  never  been  any 
other  male  issue  of  the  sons  of  the  testator.  The  daugh- 
ters of  the  testator  had  issue  several  children  living  at  the 
time  of  his  death. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Sir  Edmund  Bacon^  against  the 
trustees  of  the  vriU  of  the  testator^  and  of  the  marriage  set- 
tlements of  Ins  daughters,  and  against  the  said  four  other 
diildrca  of  the  testator,  and  hif^d  grandcUldren ;  and 
aftor  slating  the  letters  patent  by  which  the  dignity  of  a 
baronet  was  conferred  on  and  limited  to  Sir  Nicholas  Ba^ 
am  and  the  heirs  male  pf  his  body,  and  that  the  dignity 
had  descended  upon  the  testator,  and  upon  Ins  death  had 
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devolved  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  entitled  thereto  in  tul  mafe) 
the  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  wiU 
and  his  second  codicil,  or  at  least  such  of  them  ad  were 
subsequent  to  the  trusts  or  directions  for  accumulation  con-' 
tained  in  the  will,  were  absolutely  void  as  being  too  re- 
mote and  tending  to  a  perpetuity ;  and  that  as  heir  at  law 
of  the  testator  he  was  entitied  to  have  the  real  estates  re- 
specting which  such  trusts  had  been  declared,  conveyed  to 
him  in  fee  simple,  subject  only  to  the  charges  created  by 
the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  or  at  least  subject  only  to  such 
charges  and  the  chaiges  created  by  his  mH  and  second  co- 
dicil and  to  the  trusts  for  accumulation  so  far  as  the  same 
were  legal.  But  if  the  Court  should  be  of  Opinion  that  aM 
the  trusts  of  the  will  and  codicil  were  valid,  then  the  plain- 
tiff submitted  that  as  answering  the  description  of  tli^  first 
person  of  the  testator's  name  blood  and  family,  who  had 
succeeded  to  and  was  invested  with  the  titie  or  dignity  of 
premier  baronet  of  England,  he  was  entitied  to  the  real 
estates  in  question  in  fee  suifple,  or  at  least  in  tail  male, 
subject  to  the  chaiges  trusts  and  directions  afsiesaid,  and 
that  he  was  entitied  to  have  the  amount  of  such  chai^ 
forthwith  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  said  estatei^ 
and  to  be  let  into  possession  of  such  of  the  said  estates  as 
should  not  be  sold  as  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  subject, 
in  case  the  amount  of  the  charges  should  be  raised  by 
mortgage,  to  such  mortgage.  He  further  contended  thai  the 
legal  estate,  subject  to  such  mortgage  if  the  same  should 
be  made,  ought  to  be  conveyed  to  him  forthwith  without 
waiting  till  the  amount  of  the  charges  should  be  raised  by 
accumulation.  But  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitied  to  a  larger  interest  thaa 
an  estate  for  life,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  chaiges  ought 
not  to  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage,  the  plaintiff  insisted 
that  he  ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  pay  off  the  chaiges  out  of 
his  own  monies,  and  the  monies  which  had  accrued  or  should 
accrue  from  the  rents  of  the  said  premises,  and  to  be  let  into 
the  possession  of  the  said  fKvmises,  and  that  in  case  of .  his 
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decease  before  he  shotild  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits^  the  deficiency  ought  to  be  a  charge  upon  the 
prenuses  for  the  benefit  of  his  estate.  The  prayer  of  the 
bill  was  accordingly. 
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The  defendants  Edmund  Bacon  and  Nicholas  Henry 
Bacon  by  their  answer  insisted,  that  the  trusts  contained 
in  the  will  and  second  codicil  of  the  testator  were  valid 
and  legal;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
a  larger  interest  than  an  estate  for  his  life  in  the  pre- 
mises of  which  the  aforesaid  trusts  were  declared  by  the 
wilL 

The  defendants  Nicholas^ Bacon,  Henry  Bacon,  and 
Henry  Hickman  Bacon,  submitted  that  the  sums  by  the 
'  wiU  and  codicil  of  the  testator  charged  upon  the  said  e8«> 
tate  oughtto  be  raised  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof 
and  that  subject  to  the  payment  of  such  sums  the  estates 
ought  to  be  settled  as  the  Court  should  direct,,  so  as  to  go 
to  the  person  or  persons  idio  for  the  time  being  should 
be  entitled  to  the  dignity  of  premier  baronet  of  England 
for  as  long  %  time  as  tbe  rules  of  law  and  equity  would 
permit. 

He  defendants  the  daughters  of  the  testates,  and  their 
ehSdren,  claimed  to  have  the  sums  by  the  will  and  codicil 
of  the  testator  given  for  their  benefit  raised  out  of  the  es- 
tate on  which  they  were  charged. 

Mr.  Shadwett  and  Mr.  Preston  for  the  plaintifll 


is  a  case  prima  impressUmis,  with  respect  to  the 
tnists'for  accumulation  they  are  void  as  far  as  the  grand- 
children are  poocemed,  for  the  statute  39  and  40  Geo.  3t 
c.  98.  only  excepts  niecumulations  for  the  payment  pf  debts, 
and  portions  of  children^  and  grandchildren  are  not  within 
the  exception.    In  the  next  place  this  is  a  trust  executed, 
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ftnd  not  executory,  which  distmguifihes  thb  case  firom 
Humberston  v.  Humberston  {a)  and  the  other  cases  in 
which  the  Court  has  acted  upon  the  cypres  doctrine.  Here 
the  testator  has  executed  his  own  purpose,  he  has  sus- 
pended  the  vestmg  of  the  estate  till  after  the  payment  of 
debts  an  indefinite  time  which  cannot  be  ascertained  by 
the  Court.  The  devise  therefore  is  void ;  and  the  trustees 
.  become  seized  of  the  legal  estate  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff 
as  heir  at  law  of  the  testator* 


Ol  the  supposition  however  of  the  devise  being  sup* 
ported,  the  next  consideration  is  what  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  and  what  is  the  effect  of  his  will.  The  inten- 
tion is  incompatible  with  law.  It  aims  at  an  interest  co^ 
extensive  with  the  barondtcy*  The  law  will  not  permit  it 
to  be  effectuated  beyond  the  extent  of  ^viog  dther  an  estate 
to  the  heirs  male  of  tiie  body  of  the  first  baronet,  which 
would  give  an  estate  in  tail  male  to  the  presait  plaintiff; 
or  by  ^ving  successive  estates  for  life  within  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  with  remamder  to  the  hdirs  male  of 
tiie  body  of  the  first  baionet. 


Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Sidebottotn  for  the  sons  of  the 
plaintiff. 

This  is  an  executed  gift  in  fee  to  the  trustees;  the  bene-' 
fidal  interests  must  take  efifect  immediately.  The  accumu- 
lation is  a  mode  of  pa3naient  only,  for  the  sums  secured  by 
the  two  terms  of  five  hundred  years  and  five  hundred  years' 
are  antecedent  charges  on  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  and  the 
sums  of  4000/.  and  2000/.  chaigedonthe  estate  by  the  will, 
are  distinct  charges,  independent  of  the  trusts  for  accumu- 
lation. The  legatees  of  tiiose  sums  would  be  entitled  ta 
have  them  raised,  even  if  the  trusts  for  accumidation  should 
be  held  to  be  void.    The  words  '^firom  and  after"  do  not 


(«)  1  P.  Who.  39«. 
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postpone   in   point  of   time^   but  only   in  order  of  in- 
terest, (a) 

Admitting  however  that  the  vesting  of  the  estates  is  to 
be  postponed,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  trusts  for  accu- 
mulation are  good  to  a  certain  extent ;  Griffiths  v.  Vere.  {b) 
The  consequence  must  be  that  the  time  must  be  cut  down 
to  the  I^al  period  of  twenty-one  years.  At  the  expiration 
of  the  twenty-one  years,  the  question  will  be  who  is  enti- 
tled ?  It  is  clear  that  the  testator  never  intended  any  re- 
sulting trust  for  the  heir  at  law.  There  is  sufficient  ground 
for  the  Court  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  for  life 
with  remainder  over  in  strict  settlement. 


1823. 
Bacoh 

PaOGTOE* 


Mr.   Sugden  and  Mr.   Rol/e  for  the  trustees  of  the 


wilL 


Two  things  are  clear,  first  that  the  trust  for  accumulation 
is  not  void.  Secondly,  that  the  estates  take  effect  imme- 
diately subject  to  the  charges,  Treganwell  v.  Sydenham,  (c) 
The  only  qiiestion  is  as  to  the  person  to  take,  and  the  quan- 
tity of  interest.  There  are  two  difficulties,  first  that  the 
dignity  is  an  estate  in  tail  male ;  secondly  that  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  testator  to  make  the  common  limita- 
tions in  strict  settlement.  The  case  of  Lord  Deerhurst  v. 
The  Duke  of  SL  Albans  {d)  was  attended  with  similar  diffi- 
culties. The  Court  may  determine  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled for  life ;  and  then  stop  or  go  on  by  declaring  a  remain- 
der over  to  such  person  as  at  the  plaintiff's  death  shall  be 
premier  baronet  for  life,  or  in  tail,  according  as  he  was 
bom  before  or  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  (e)  remainder 
to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  first  baronet. 


(«)  Cases  cited  in  Fearne^i  opi- 
nioB  on  Lord  Bath'i  cast,  1  Coll. 
Jar.  914. 

(»)  eVes.  127. 


(c)  3  Dow  P.  C.  194. 
Id)  5Maddox938. 
(e)  Litt  s.  358. 
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Mr.  JFingfieU  and  Mr.  BkJce  for  the  defendants  Al-t 
cholas  Bacon,  Henry  Bojconj  and  Henry  Hickman  Bacon, 

Mr.  Boupell  for  the  daughters  of  the  testator  and  their 
diildren,  and  for  the  trustees  of  the  terms  of  five  hundred 
years  and  five  hundred  years 

GrUhamy  Baron. 

I  will  not  postpbne  my  judgment  for  further  conddera* 
tion,  because  I  have  formed  my  opinion  on  the  first  point. 
It  has  been  contended  that  .the  plaintiff  is  entitled  as  heir 
at  law  because  there  is  a  trust  for  certain  accumulations 
which  look  to  an  indefinite  period,  and  no  interest  is  given 
to  any  person  till  after  the  accumulation  is  determined, 
That  is  not  my  view  of  the  case :  my  opinion  is  that  the  tes* 
tator's  intention  was  simply  to  provide  a  fund  for  some  spe-? 
cific  debts  and  charges,  and  then  that  the  persons  entitled 
should  take.  He  had  no  intention  of  suspending  the  benefi- 
cial interest  in  the  mean  time  till  the  debts  and  charges 
should  be  paid.  All  the  authorities  shew  that  where  an 
estate  is  given  to  trustees  to  pay  debts,  and  then  to  a  per- 
son designated,  the  person  designated  takes  at  once  subject 
to  the  debl8» 


Hiis  case  is  not  open  to  any  objection  on  account  of  the 
accumulation  directed  by  the  wiQ.  There  is  no  accumula- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  suspension.  The  act  of  the  39th 
and  40th  of  Qeo.  3.  does  not  apply ;  and  if  it  did,  there  is  an 
express  exception  in  the  case  of  debts  and  portions.  Un- 
der these  circumstances  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  eqoyment, 
and  not  the  property,  is  tied  up.  And  the  estate  vests  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  testator  had  created  a  term  for 
payment  of  his  debts. 

Having  said  thus  mudi,  it  is  not  necessary  to  declare  be- 
yond the  estate  to  which  the  present  plaintiff  is  entitle4« 
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Hie  dearest  view  of  the  case  therefore  is  to  refer  it  to  the 
master  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  to 
state  the  annual  value,  and  also  to  enquire  and  state  what 
the  incumbrances  are,  and  to  declare  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  an  estate  for  life  subject  to  the  debts  and  charges;  the 
pbdntiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  lay  proposals  before  the  master 
for  paying  off  the  incumbrances* 
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BEAUMONt  V.  BRAMLEY.  „  ^•*-  ^' 

Dee.  ii.i£^ 

rTVnS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining      vn  u.    '  ^e 

JL    a  reconveyance  of  a  rectory,  the  legal  estate  in  which  a  conveyance, 

was  allied  to  have  passed,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  "'^IP^  *®  ^*^« 

WM  included  in 
In  tlie  year  1788  John  Seaumont  was  seized  in  fee  »pro^«o'is  agree- 
pimple  of  the  iippropriate  rectory  of  the  parish  of  Sheeps-  fj^  * 

heady  and  of  a  farm  in  that  parish  consisting  of  a  mes-  reciting  a  more 
suage  and  224  acres  of  land,  which,  under  an  act  of  parlia-  extended  agree- 
ment passed  in  the  year  1775,  had  been  aUotted  to  the  ^'f^J^^ 
then  impropriator  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  all  the  lands  in  agent  of  tiie 
die  parish,  except  such  tithes  as  might  arise  from  a  forest  grantor  having 
called  Charnwood  Forest  part  of  the  parish  which  was  at  ac^u^owledged 
that  time  wholly* unproductive,  but  the  tithes  of  which  aCTeemonL      A 
afterwards  begone  v£^uable  in  consequence  of  its  indosur^  the  agent  of  the 
in  the  year  1808,  '  grantee,  who 

coold  have  given 

ruL    *    «  •  •  •     a  personal  ao- 

The  bDl  was  filed  in  February  1812,  and  it  stated  in  count  of  the 

addition  to  the  facts  abovementioned,  that  in  the  month  of  transaction,  not, 
November,  1778,  John  Beaumont  bemg  desirous  of  selling  ^^'^K  ^^n  «- 
the  fiurm,  employed  a  smrveyor  to  value  it,  who  fixed  a  pininu^ 

A  conveyance  which  passes  too  mnch  may  he  rectified,  and  the  excess  dedactad* 
Aa  issue  may  be  directed  with  a  view  to  correctbg  a  misUke  in  a  deed  semble, 
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vaTue  upon  each  particular  field,  and  computed  the  whole 
value  of  the  messuage  and  lands  at  6532/.  18^. ;  and  that 
on  the  9th  of  Marchj  1789,  articles  of  agreement  were 
signed  and  sealed  between  the  said  John  Beaumont  and 
William  Norman,  by  iKfhich,  in  consideration  of  6260/. 
Beaumont  agreed  to  convey  to  Norman  the  said  messuage 
and  the  224  acres  of  land  free  from  incumbrances,  the 
annual  payments  to  the  bishop  or  spiritual  court  and  dbief 
rent,  if  any,  excepted.    That  a  conveyance  dated  the  Jih 
of  OctobeTy  1789,  was  accordingly  prepared  and  executed 
by  Beaumont  and  Norman;  and  that  it  was  intended  by 
the  parties  to  the  conveyance  that  the  said  messuage  fieurm 
and  lands,  and  no  other  property,  should  be  conveyed 
thereby ;  but  that  by  the  mistake  of  Mr.  Pares  the  Soli- 
X  citor  for  Norman,  who  prepared  the  conveyance,  a  general 
clause  was  inserted,  by  which  Beaumont  was  made  to  con- 
vey to  Norman    "  all  and  singular  other  the  closes  or 
grounds  inclosed,  and  other  hereditaments  in  the  lordship 
or  liberties  of  Sheepshead,  whereof  or  wherein  he  the  said 
John  Beaumont,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  in  trust 
for  him,  had  any  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession  rever- 
sion  remainder  or  expectancy,    except  2  roods  of  land 
in  KirkhilL   and   2  acres  in  Borrow*s   Close,  and  the 
tithes  thereof."    Tht  bill  further  stated  that  John  Beau- 
mont  died  in  the  year  1806,  having  made  no  specific  de- 
lose  of  the  rectory,  but  having  devised  all  the  residue  of 
his  real  estates  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  advised  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  rectory  and  in  the 
tithes  of  Chamwood  Forest  had  passed  to  Norman  under 
the  general  words  inserted  by  mistake  in  the  conveyance. 
The  bill  then  charged  that  the  impropiriate  rectory  was 
never  in  the  contemplation  of  Beaumont  or  Norman  as  a 
part  of  the  premises  to  be  conveyed  to  Norman;  and  that 
at  the  time  he  entered  into  the  contract  Norman  wbs 
guided  by  the  valuation,  and  intended  to  purchase  only  the 
prenuses  comprised   therein;   that  Norman  never  con- 
sidered himself  to  be  the  impropriator  of  the  rectory,  and 
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that  Pares  prepared  the  conveyance  of  it  from  inadvertence 
and  mistake.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  defendant  might  be 
declared  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  impropriate  rec- 
toiy  of  Sheepaieadj  and  might  be  decreed  to  convey  the 
mme,  and  all  the  great  and  rectorial  tidies  of  Chamwood 
Forest  to  the  plaintiff,  or  as  he  should  direct. 


18tt. 


BaAimoirT 

r. 

BaiVLBY. 


Hie  defendant  WilUam  Natmum  Bramley,  the  heir  at 
law  of  tlie  said  William  Nermann  by  his  answer  stated, 
that  in  Ae  beginning  of  the  year  1789  a  treaty  was  entered 
into  and  a  bargain  concluded  between  him  the  defendant 
as  the  agent  of  Normany  and  an  agent  on  the  behalf  of  the 
said  John  Beaumont,  for  the  purchase  of  Beaumonfn 
estate  in  Sheepshead,  for  which  at  first  70002.  was  asked, 
and  afterwards  3260/.  accepted.  That  in  the  course  of  the 
treaty  it  was  expressly  stated  by  the  agent  of  Beaufnoni^ 
and  understood  by  the  defendant,  that  whatever  lands  or 
hereditaments  Beaunumt  was  entitled  to  in  the  lordship 
or  liberties  of  Sheepshead  were  to  be  included  in  the  sale ; 
and  that  at  the  time  when  the  baigain  was  concluded  a 
short  memorandum  of  agreement  was  signed  by  him  the 
defendant  for  the  purchase  of  all  the  said  John  Beaumanf% 
property  in  Sheepshead.  The  defendant  then  stated  that 
the  contract  wiUi  Norman  was  afterwards  reduced  into 
writinjg,  <miittmg  by  mistake  any  express  mention  of  other 
hereditaments  beddes  the  farm  and  lands  mentioned  in  the 
bill ;  and  after  admitting  tiie  execution  of  that  contract,  he 
stated  that  it  was  impeifeedy  set  forth  in  the  bill ;  and  that 
it  ccmtained  a  proviso,  that  if  the  annual  payments  to  the 
bishop  and  s[riritnal  court  and  chief  rent  should  exceed  the 
yearly  sum  of  1/.  the  same  should  be  allowed  for  by  Beau* 
mont  Im  executors  or  administiators.  llie  defendant  admit- 
ted the  execution  of  tbe  oonveyance  set  forth  in  tiie  bill,  but 
stated  that  it  was  intended  by  tiie  parties  thereto,  that  not 
mily  llie  sud  messuage  fenn  and  lands,  but  all  tibie  lands 
and  hereditaments  <if  Beaumont  at  Sheepshead,  should  be 
conveyed  thereby;  and  that  Potm  inserted  the  dause  men* 
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tioned  in  the  bill  intentionally^  and  not  by  mistake.    The 
defendant  further  stated,  that  the  draft  from  which  the  coho 
veyance  was  engrossed  was  prepared  by  Pen'es  on  behalf 
of  Norman f  and  perused  and  corrected  by  a  solicitor  of 
the  name  of  Dalrymple  on  behalf  of  Beaumont,  and  that 
at  the  end  of  the  following  clause  in  the  draft,  namdy 
^^  and  also  all  and  singular  other  the  closes  or  grounds  in- 
closed and  other  hereditaments  in  the  lordship  or  liberties 
of  Sheepsheadf  whereof  or  wherein  the  said  John  JBeaU" 
mont  party  hereto,  or  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for 
him,  hath  or  have  any  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession 
reversion    remainder   or  expectancy,"  Dalrymple  added 
and  interlined   the   following  words,   namely,    ^^  except 
two  roods  of  land  in  Kirkhitt,  and  two  acres  in  Mr. 
Sorrouf*s  dose,  and  the  tithes  thereof;"    and  wrote  m 
the  margin  of  the  draft,    ''not  sold  to  Mr.  Norman^" 
And  that  in  a  letter  to  Pares  when  he  returned  the  draft, 
Dalrymple   stated  that  the    lands  cm  KirkhUl  and  m 
Sorrow's  close   had  he  believed  been  sold  some  years 
ago  to  a  persmi  who  had  not  yet  had  a  title,  and  that  there^ 
fore  he  had  excepted  them  in  the  draft  out  of  the  general 
clause  of  all  other  lands  of  Beaumont  in  Sheepshead^    The 
defendant  insisted  upon  the  excepticm  introduce  by  JDo/-* 
rympUy  as  evidence  that  all  the  other  tithes  of  the  impro- 
priate rectory  vested  in  Beaumont  were  intended  to  pass 
by  the  conveyance.    After  further  staling  the  defendant's 
belief  that  the  impn^riate  rectory  was  in  the  contemplation 
of  Beaumont  and  of  Norman  as  port  of  the  premises  in- 
tended to  be  conveyed  to  Norman,  and  denying  that  the 
valuation  mentioned  in  the  bill  had  ever  been  shewn  to  him 
the  defendant,  or  as  he  believed  to  Norman^  or  that  Nor- 
man had  been  in  any  manner  influenced  by  it,  the  answer 
went  on  to  state  that  Beaumont  never  in  any  manner  afi«r 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance  claimed  to  be  ^titlgd  to 
the  impropriate  rectory,  but  that  Norman  conudered  him- 
self to  be  the  impropriator  of  the  parish,  and  r^pilarly  dis*. 
i;harged  the  ecclesiastical  dues  to  the  bishop  and  arph^ 
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dtfacon ;  and  that  at  the  tune  when  the  conreyance  was 
prepared^  it  had  been  communicated  to  Pares  both  by 
Ndrmany  and  by  the  defendant  on  his  behalf,  that  all  the 
property  of  Beaumont  in  Sheepshead  was  at  the  time  of 
malting  the  bargwi  understood  to  be  included  in  the  pur- 
chase, and  that  the  title  of  Beaumont  to  the  great  tithes  of 
the  forest  of  Chamwood  was  as  the  defimdant  believed  at 
that  time  known,  not  only  to  Pares,  but  to  Beaumont  and 
his  solicitor.  It  further  appeared  by  the  answer  that  Dc^ 
rymplcy  who  had  acted  in  regard  to  the  sale  as  the  agent 
and  solicitor  of  Beaumont,  was  dead. 


)82t. 


BsiJDIIOIIt 
V. 


On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  seveftd  surveyors  were  ex-^ 
amined,  who  proved  that  the  tithes  of  Chamwood  Forest 
were  not  included  in  the  valuation  stated  to  have  been  made 
previous  to  the  sale.  The  agreements  executed  by  the 
defendant  and  by  Norman,  and  the  draft  of  the  latter 
agreement  were  also  proved.  The  farm  and  lands  only 
were  mentioned  in  the  agreements.  The  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  consisted  of  the  letter  written  by 
DalryTnple,  and  of  the  draft  of  the  conveyance,  which  was 
interlined  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  answer,  and  which 
contained  a  recital,  that  Norman  had  contracted  and 
agreed  with  Beaumont  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the 
messuage  or  tenement  and  closes  or  grounds  inclosed  and 
other  hereditaments  thereinafter  mentioned  and  described, 
with  their  appurtenances,  and  of  the  fireehold  and  inherit^ 
ance  in  fee  simple  thereof,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of 
6260/.  Mr.  Pcares  was  also  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  prove  the  agency  of  Dalrymple. 


The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Fice- Chancellor  on  the 
I5th  of  December,  1818,  and  an  issue  was  directed  to  try 
whether  John  Beaumont,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  conveyance  of  the  7th  of  October,  \79J,  intended  to 
convey  the  impropriate  rectory  of  Sheepshead,  and  the 
rectorial  tithes  of  the  forest  of  Chamwood, 
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isn;  From  the  decree  directing  the  issue  the  defiendant  ap- 

pealed,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  upon  the  appeal. 


Ba&raoxT 


BaAiiurr« 


Mr.  fFetherell,  Mr.  Preston^  and  Mr.  Abercrombie,  for 
theplainti£^ 

Contended  that  the  conveyance  did  not  pass  the  rectoty : 
but  the  ZfOrd  Chancellor  having  observed  that  the  bill  was 
founded  upon  the  feet  of  the  deed  having  conv^ed  what  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties  not  to  convey,  and  that  no 
relief  could  be  had  in  equity  if  the  rectory  was  not  con- 
sidered to  have  passed  by  the  conveyance ;  that  ground 
was  abandoned,  and  the  argument  then  proceeded. 

For  the  plaintiff. 

Admitting  that  in  dry  legal  construction  the  rectory  did 
pass,  the  parties  had  no  intention  that  it  should  be  con- 
veyed ;  the  treaty  previous  to  the  agreement  has  no  re- 
lation to  ity  neither  has  the  valuation  nor  the  agreement. 
The  equitable  relief  is  clear :  in  this  Court  an  instrument 
under  seal  may  be  reformed  even  by  parol  evidence,  pro- 
vided it  is  sufficiently  strong;  here  the  agreement  by  which 
the  conveyance  is  sought  tp  be  rectified  is  under  seal, 
equipollent  to  the  deed  itself.  It  will  be  argued  that  all 
the  rectory  was  intended  to  pass,  because  payments  which 
are  incident  to  it  are  cast  upon  the  purchaser :  but  nothing 
is  more  common  than  to  sell  part,  and  to  throw  upon  the 
part  which  is  sold  the  burthen  which  is  incident  to  the 
whole.  In  support  of  the  practice  of  directing  an  issue  to 
try  the  intention  of  the  parties  upon  a  bill  to  rectify  a  con- 
veyance, the  case  of  Sanderson  v.  Broum  was  cite4.  (a) 

(«)  SANDERSON  v.  BROWN. 

The  result  of  this  case  ivas  thus  been  furnished :— In  the  year 
stated  by  the  Lord  ChanceOor  1784,  Mr.  ilMre  entered  into  ^ 
from  a  note  with  which  he  had     agreement  with  Iho  deviiote  in 
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Mr.  Healdj  Mr,  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  Merivale  for  the 
defendant, 

Relied  upon  the  answer  uncontradicted  by  evidence,  in- 
sisting that  there  was  no  mistake  in  the  conveyance,  but 


1822. 


Beaumont 

V. 

Beamliy. 


trust  under  the  will  of  a  person 
of  the  name  of  PrUicky  to  pur- 
chase for  Sir  Charles    Tumer^s 
fMxnWj  the  tithes  of  all  the  lands 
within  the  township  of  Dighton, 
Inthemonthof  J^ovem^A*,  1786, 
Mr.  Homre  prepared  the  convey- 
ance, and  in  consequence  of  a 
conlinion  between  the  township 
of  DigUM,  and    the    DigkUm 
estate  which    belonged   to  the 
fimiiij  of  Sir  Ckarlet  T^tmer^  he 
indnded  in  the  conveyance,  not 
only  the  tithes  within  the  town- 
ship of  Dighiofh  but  also  the 
tithes   issuing   out   of   a  farm 
which  formed  part  of  the  Dighton 
estate,  but  which  was  in  the  town- 
drip  of  Brompten,    The  devisees 
in  tmat  under  the  will  of  PHsick 
executed  the  conTcyance  with- 
out discovering  the  mistake :  but 
they  delivered  to  Mr.  Hoare  the 
tithes  within    the  township    of 
Dighton  only,  and  not  the  tithes 
of  the  farm  in  Brompton,    From 
the  year  1786  to  1808  the  tithes 
of  Brompion  were  taken  by  the 
devisees  of  Prinek^  and  enjoyed 
by  them,  and  the  tithes  within 
the  township  of    Dighton  only 
were  taken  by  Sir  Charles  Tur- 
ner's  ftmily.     In  the  year  1802 
tte  defendant  Browne  who  had 
occupied  the  farm  in  Brompton 
from  the  year  1 786,  and  had  from 


that  time  paid  the  tithes  to  the 
devisees  of  iVMcAr,  purchased  the 
farm  from  Sir  Charleo  Turner^ 
and  took  a  conveyance  of  the 
tithes  from  him.  Brown  having 
retained  the  tithes  nnderthe  con- 
Teyance,  the  devisees  of  PriHek 
filed  a  bill  against  the  occupying 
tenant  for  an  account,  and 
prayed  that  all  proper  parties 
might  Join  in  a  reconveyance  of 
the  tithes  within  the  township  of 
Brompten. 

The    defendant    Sir    Charie$ 
Turnery    the   heir    of   the    Sir 
Charles  Turner  for  whom  the 
property  was  purchased  by  Mr. 
Hoarcj  admitted  that  the  devi- 
sees under  the  will  of  Frto'cA:  had 
enjoyed  the  tithes  in   question 
from   1786  to   1802.    And  Mr. 
Hoare  in  his  answer  stated  that 
he  had  an  apprehension  that  he 
was  buying  all  the  tithes  of  the 
Dighton    estate.      Sir    WUUam 
Grant  directed  an  issue  to  try 
whether  the  devisees  in  trust  of 
Prisiek  intended  by  the  deed  of 
1786  to  pass  the  tithes  of  the 
Brompton  estate;    the  devisees 
of  PriHek  were  to  be  plaintiffs 
at  law,  and  Mr.  Boare  was  di- 
rected to  be  examined  upon  the 
trial  of  the  iflsne. 
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that  the  mistake  was  in  the  agreement  5  and  cited  Burt  v. 
Barlotv,  (a)  Marquis  of  Towmhend  v.  Stangroom^  (6) 
Lord  Imham  v,  Child^  (c)  Henkle  v.  Royal  Exchange 
Insurance  Company^  (cQ  Faretvell  v.  Coker,  (e) 


Mr.  JFetherellj  in  reply. 

Mentioned  the  case  of  Hippesley  v.  Homer y  (/)  in  which 


(«)  SB.C.  C.  4ftl. 

(h)  6  Yes.  S88. 

(c)  1  B.  C.  c.  n, 

(/)  HIPPESLEY 

Tbo  following  notes  of  this 
case,  with  which  the  Editors  have 
been  favoured  by  Mr.  Betty  have 
beea  compared  with  the  entries 
in  the  register's  books. 

EUMbeth  Ann  Jffippe$le3f,  wife 
of  Sir  John  Cox  Hippeilry^ 
by  her  nert  friend,  and  the 
Honourable  WUUam  Homer 
Slmngewaysy         Plaintiffs, 

And 

ThomoM  SirmngewmyB  nomer^ 
the  said  Sir  John  Cos  Hif 
pesle^f  and  John  Bishop^ 

Defendants, 

Th&mui  Horner^  by  his  will 
dated  the  89th  of  A'ovember^ 
1800,  devised  aU  his  real  estates 
to  the  defe&dants  Sir  John  Cox 
Hippetley  and  John  Bishops  their 
heirs  and  assigns  {  upon  trust  in 
the  first  place  to  raise  money  by 
sale  or  mortgage  to  pay  debts 
and  incumbrances.  And  subject 
to  the  paymeat  of  such  debts  and 


(d)  1  Ves.  317. 

(e)  2  Meriv.  363.    S  Jac.  and 
Walk.  102. 

V.  HOMER. 

incumbrances,  the  said  testator 
directed  that  his  said  trustees 
should  immediately  after  his  de- 
cease stand  seized  of  the  devised 
estates  to  the  use  of  his  son  the 
defendant,  Thomae  SirrnngewMyt 
Homer  for  life,    remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,    remainder   to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  said 
Thomao  Sirxngew0^9  Homer  sue* 
cessively  in  tail  male,-  rensaiader 
to  his  first  and  other  daughters 
successively  in  tail  male,  remain- 
der to  the  testator's  daughter  the 
plaintiff  Ann  EHzabeth  Hippet' 
leg  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, remainder  to  ber  first  and 
other  sons  and  first  and  other 
daughters   successively    in  tail 
male,  remainder  to  the  plaintiff 
fFiUiam  Homer  Strangewags  for 
life,  with  like  remainders  to  bis 
sons  and  daughters  successively, 
with  remainder  to  the  testator's 
right  heirs  for  ever.    No  power 
was  given  by  the  will  to  Thomon 
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SA  issue  was  directed  to  try  whether  a  particular  clause 
{tmned  part  of  the  will  of  a  testator. 

The  Lord  Chancbixor 

That  case  of  Sanderson  v.  Brown  is  an  authority  thus 


182^. 


Str&mgewag9  Homer  to  Jointure 
any  wonum  whom  he  might 
nsTTf ,  or  to  charge  portions  for 
efaildreo. 

On  the  15th  Jenuary^  1804,  a 
eodicfl  was  executed  by  the  tes- 
tator, irhicb,  after  empowering 
nemme  Sirangewtty$  Homer  to 
charge  the  devised  estates  with  a 
joiotore  and  with  portions  for 
childreB,  contained  the  follow- 
ing devise,  *'  I  hereby  devise  all 
my  said  estates  devised  by  my 
will  as  aforesaid,  from  and  after 
the  Ihilore  of  issne  male  of  my 
daughter  now  the  wife  of  Sir 
J^m  Cox  Hippedeift  unto  the 
heirs  of  my  own  body,  and  in 
de^nlt  of  heirs  of  my  own  body, 
then  I  devise  the  same  to  the  use 
of  socft  persons  and  for  such 
estates  and  in  the  same  manner 
in  all  respects  as  I  have  by  my 
said  will  devised  in  remainder 
for  want  or  in  failure  of  issue 
maleof  my  said  daughter.'*  The 
codicil  also  coirtained  provisions 
for  bitter  enabling  the  trustees 
to  manage  the  estates  and  to 
raise  money  for  the  pufpose  of 
etecotmgthe  trusts  of  the  will, 
and  a  power  of  leasing  was  given 
la  the  defesidant  fkomuMSirtmge' 
mego  Horner^  and  the  piaintilF 
BlizeMh  Ann  Cmt,  when  they 

Vou  I. 


should  respectively  be  in  posses- 
sion of  the  devised  estates. 

The  testator  died  on  the  80th 
of  January  1804$  t|)e  bill  alleg- 
ing that  Che  testator  executed 
the  codicil  upon  the  representa- 
tion, and  in  the  belief  that  it 
contained  nothing  but  powers  to 
Thommi  Sh'angewayi  Homer  to 
make  a  jointure  and  to  charge 
portions  for  children,  prayed, 
that  the  said  pretended  codicil 
might  be  set  aside  and  cancelled, 
and  that  if  necessary  an  issue 
might  be  directed  to  try  the  va- 
lidity thereof. 

Thedefendant  Thomao  Strange* 
ways  Homer  by  his  answer  ad- 
mitted, that  the  codicil  contained 
matter  not  intended  by  the  tes- 
tator, and  that  it  was  never  read 
or  folly  explained  or  understood 
by  him,  and  that  as  such  it  ought 
to  be  set  aside.  The  defendants 
the  trustees  submitted  to^tas 
the  Court  should  direct 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause 
on  the  18th  of  May  1804,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  patties  should 
proceed  to  a  trial  at  law  upon 
the  following  issues:  1st,  whether 
nomoM  Homer  did  in  and  by  a 
certain  paper  writing  dated  IMh 


Bbauvost 

Brahlxt. 
December  IS. 
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far  only,  that  an  issue  may  be  directed  with  a  view  to 
correcting  a  mistake  in  a  deed ;  I  am  astonished  that  Sir 
William  Grant  should  have  directed  an  issue  in  that  case, 
for  although  there  are  to  be  found  in  the  doctrines  of  this 
Court  lessons  of  extreme  caution  how  instruments  are  cor- 
rected, and  that  the  testimony  must  be  clear  and  irrefra- 
gable, it  does  appear  to  me,  that  under  the  species  of 


of  January  1804,  purporting  to 
be  a  codicil  to  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  the  said  Thoman 
Horner^  devise  in  ni|uiner  and 
form  following,  that  is  to  say, 
&c.  (setting  forth  the  words  of 
the  codicil  by  which  the  power 
of  jointuring  and  charging  por- 
tions was  conferred  on  Tkomoi 
Strangcways  Homer.)  8d.,  whe- 
ther the  said  T%0ma$  Homer  did 
by  the  said  codicil  devise  in  man- 
ner and. form  following,  that  is 
to  say,  &c.  (setting  forth  the  re- 
mainder of  the  codicil)  and  the 
defendant  Homer  was  to  be 
plaintiff  at  law,  and  the  defend- 
ants Sir  John  Cox  HippeUey  and. 
John  BUhop  were  to  be  defendants 
at  law.  [Reg.  Lib.  A.  8.  1803. 
fol.  1075.] 

The  cause  coming  on  for  fur- 
ther directions  on  the  17th  of 
M^p  J805 1  it  was  declared,  that 
it  appears  by  the  finding  of  the 
jury  that  that  part  of  the  codicil 
of  the  testator  whereby  he  ex- 
presses himself  as  follows,  (set- 
ting forth  that  part  of  the  codicil 
which  was  the  subject  of  the 
second  issue)  does  not  consti* 
tute  the  will  of  the  testator,  and 
that  that  part  of  the  codicil  of 


the  testator  whereby  he  eipresses 
himself  as  follows,  (setting  forth 
that  part  of  the  codicil  which  was 
the  subject  of  the  first  issue)  does 
constitute  the  will  of  the  said 
testator,  and  that  one  part  of  the 
said  codicil    constituting,   and 
another  part  thereof  not  consti- 
tuting, the  will  of  the  said  testa- 
tor, this  Court  cannot  order  the 
same  to  be  delivered  up :  but  it 
being  consonant  to  equity  that 
the  parties  should  stand  in  such 
a  situation  as  if  the  said  codicil 
could  be  delivered  up/this  Coart 
doth  declare,  that  so  much  of  the 
said  codicil  as  does  not  consti- 
tute the  will  of  the  said  testator 
is  void,  and  that  the  devise  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  tes- 
tator nomoi  Homer  contained 
in  his  said  codicil  ought  not  to 
take  effect,  and  doth  decree  the 
same  accordingly ;  and  doth  also 
decree,  that  the  said  defendint 
Thoma$  Sira$tgeway8  Homer  be 
restrained  from  setting  up  any 
title  at  law  to  the  several  estates 
so  devised  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  the  said  testator  con- 
tained in  his  said  codicil,  and  in 
question  in  this  cause.    [R^. 
lib.  A.  S.  1804.  fol.  19S7.] 
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enjoyment  in  that  case^  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in 
the  world  in  saying,  that  the  mistake  was  most  clearly 
made  out. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 


1822. 


Brauhont 

B  RAM  LIT. 


nils  is  a  bill  filed  in  February  1812,  to  rectify  the  effect 
of  a  conve3^nce  made  in  1789>  in  a  case  where  tiie  ques- 
tion is  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  conveyance : 
JBoth  those  parties  have  been  long  dead,  it  is  impossible 
tlierefore  to  obtain  any  evidence  from  either  of  them ;  the 
agent  of  one  of  the  parties  is  also  dead,  so  that  there  is  no 
evidence  from  him  except  what  may  be  collected  from 
papers  which  were  in  his  possession.  Mr.  Pares  the  agent 
of  the  other  party  is  living,  and  is  examined  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant :  but  although  all^ations  are  made  in  the 
bin  with  respect  to  acts  done  by  him,  he  is  not  examined 
in  <?hyfj  or  even  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  Hie  plain- 
tilt 


December  14. 


In  cases  of  this  nature  great  weight  must  be  given  to 
what  is  reasonably  and  properly  sworn  on  the  part  of  a 
defendant,  because  it  must  be  a  very  strong  case  that 
would  even  in  a  recent  transaction  operate  to  overturn  or 
vary  a  solemn  instrument,  and  after  the  lapse  of  so  long  a 
time  it  must  be  a  case  that  leaves  no  reasonable  doubt, 
a  case  that  must  satisfy  the  conscience  of  the  Court, 
or  of  a  jury,  if  it  goes  to  a  jury,  but  it  is  only  after 
great  consideration  that  such  a  case  should  be  sent  to  a 
jury.  Upon  the  part  of  the  agreement  as  to  the  allow- 
ance if  the  payments  should  exceed  1/.,  observations  may 
be  made  both  ways.  It  may  be  said  that  the  rector,  sell- 
ing the  allotments,  parcel  of  the  rectory,  meant  to  throw 
upon  the  purchaser  the  burthen  of  discharging  the  rest  of 
the  rectory  from  any  such  payments ;  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  maybe  said,  that  the  party  was  selling  the  rectory, 
and  that  the  meanii^  of  the  transaction  was,  that  if  the 
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payipentB  exceeded  U.  tb^  purchaser  shQuld  have  ao 
aUowaace  for  them ;  at  the  sapie  time  I  camiot  but  remark, 
that  if  the  vendor  intended  to  continue  himself  aa  impro- 
priator, it  is  extraordinary  that  care  was  not  taken  in  the 
conveyance,  that  if  thereafter  the  paymepta  were  to  be 
made  by  the  individual  who  was  purchasing  the  feurm,  those 
payments  should  be  so  n^ade  as  Qot  to  give  eglour  to  the 
idea  that  the  purchaser  was  the  impropriator.  The  re- 
ceipts do  not  amount  tp  piuoh  evidence^  they  are  receipts 
given  on  behalf  of  the  impropriator  without  stating  who 
^f  imp|t>priator  W9a :  but  still  they  gii^e  rise  to  this 
i^^ervationj  ths^t  the  individual  who  took  the  receipts  was 
preserving  evidence  that  he  was  th^  individu^  who  paid 
the  mpney  for  which  siu:h  receipts  were  given,  aiui  the 
person  who  is  supposed  to  h^v^  retained  in  lumself  the 
tithes  which  might  become  4tte  from  the  chaae,  wob  pr^ 
serviqg  no  evidence  that  he  was  t^e  impropriator;  that 
C9mep  to  be  materia}  for  this  reaspp,  that  his  not  baviQjj^ 
so  done  is  to  a  certain  extent  evidence  that  he  did  not  con* 
sider  himself  at  the  time  as  being  the  impropriator. 


Whereadaedsf- 
fi^ctoby  its  re- 
cital to  carry  an 
agreement  into 
execution  and 
goes  beyond  the 
agreement  tlie 
Court  will  rectify. 


If  the  amtr«^:t  had  been  for  the  purchase  of  the  farm 
^f^p^s  afi4  other  hereditaments,  ap4  the  conveyance  had 
beq^  n)ad«  withQ^t  any  expr^^  mention  of  other  hereditar 
W^J^yb  i^  i^WtP  ^^  vi^  upon  the  principles  laid  dqwn  in 
t))f^  e^se  qf  Sta^grqoui  v.  Marquis  of  Townshendy  that  if 
si^^h  a  cafif  wpA  clearly  n^e  out  the  Court  would  enlarge 
^f  fu|ijept  of  t|ie  cgnveyiipqe^  and  adnutting  that  if  it  had 
}H^^  9h9wn  on  the  part  qf  jS^^^^y  tha;t  there  had  been  an 
gimfSioQ  in  th^  poav^yance,  i^  might  have  been  rectifi^dy 
pVfi  roi^Hm  if  nipre  baa  been  conveyed  than  was  intended 
ifffi  Court  m^y  deduct  the  excess :  but  then  it  must  be 
f^D^iqpibered  that  if  th/^  fornier  is  a  case  of  great  difficulty, 
the  to^r  is  aJtso  ^  case  of  great  difficulty^  and  the  Court 
a^ml^  in  Qach  caae  pxppeed  with  the  greatest  possible  cau- 
tifv^,  Tb^r?  if  no  doubt  on  th^  one  band^  that  if  w  iostrU" 
ment  afie^  by  ita  rec^ti^  to  owiy  into  ei^ecntiqn  a  oertiaio 
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agreement  md  goes  beyond  that  agreement,  the  Cotirt  utill 
iMity  it,  because  then  it  has  d^ar  evidence  on  the  (s^ce  of 
the  mstrmnent  itself,  that  the  instrument  operates  beyond 
its  intended  operation ;  on  the  other  hand  it  is  qmte  clear^ 
that  parties  may  enter  Into  ancles  of  agreement,  and 
thft  terms  of  the  agfeeiflent  may  be  extended  by  p^rol^ 
provided  Ihe  conveyance  itscllf  is  written  evidence  that  th^re 
has  bMi  such  an  extension  of  the  parol  agreemtot.  H 
there  is  nothing  but  parol  agreement  additional  to  Ot^ 
tiritlen  agreement,  the  proof  of  that  parol  tigree^ocM 
may  perhaps  be  a  ground  in  this  Court  for  refusing  to 
execute  the  written  agreement:  but  the  case  is  qdlt^ 
^Arent  where  the  conveyance  recites  what  is  the  agree^ 
ment  which  the  parties  intend  to  carry  into  effiset« 


iMii. 


HfiAtrabirr 
Bramlcy. 


It  must  be  admitted  that  the  valuation  relates  to  tbe* 
&rm  and  lands  only,  and  that  the  original  intention  of  the 
vendor  was  to  sell  the  farm  and  lands  only.   The  cas6  Aen 
stands  thos, — ^this  bill  is  filed  in  1813  to  cut  down  a  con- 
veyance, which  does  not  in  Its  operative  part  go  beyond 
wbaX  it  was  the  intention  of  die  parties  by  the  recital  to  do^ 
and  does  not  refer  either  expressly  or  otherwise  to  any 
articles  of  agreement,  and  the  question  is,  whether  wftk 
respect  to  the  addition  of  stcch  a  property  as  tUs,  wUdb 
was  not  valuable  at  the  time  of  tbs  contract,  or  Hhely  tor 
become  so,  having  regard  to  what  is  stated  in  the  answer,- 
and  to  that  security  to  tide  wliicb  ought  nevfer  to  b^  lost 
right  of^  the  Court  can  take  upon  itself  to  say  that  it  will 
cut  down  the  admowledged  eflbct  of  a  oonv«yaiiee^  after 
the  death  of  both  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  and  after 
the  deadi  of  the  agent  of  cme  of  them,  and  when  it  appears* 
that  tile  plabtiff  ddes  not  thfai^  fit  to  address  ode  singfe 
qoestbm  to  theagMt  of  the  other  pefty  ki  mppcftt  of  iAm 
is  itteged  aboot  him  itf  die  blB. 


the  r^sdtit  la^the  deed  haano  fief^tetf^  f6  «6y  WHCtM 
sgmfiftftity  it  Asetf  not  impart  that  th«  parties  were  thM 
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BSAUMONT 
V. 

Bbamlby. 


confining  themselves  to  the  property  contained  in  the 
written  agreement^  it  is  in  itself  evidence  of  a  contract 
which  goes  beyond  what  the  written  agreement  had  speci* 
fied.  If  the  parties  had  meant  only  to  carry  into  execution 
the  vmtten  articles  of  agreement  they  would  have  men- 
tioned them.  I  cannot  get  rid  of  the  word  ^*  tithes"  added 
to  the  exception  of  the  particular  closes.  If  no  tithes  were 
intended  to  be  sold  what  occasion  was  there  to  insert  that 
exception  ?  The  question  here  is  whether  the  deed  does 
not  recite  a  contract  which  actually  took  place,  to  the  efiect 
that  Norman  should  have  all  the  property :  if  so^  that  was 
a  new  contract,  and  even  if  not  entered  into  till  the  mo- 
ment of  executing  the  deed  would  have  the  effect  of  ex- 
cluding aU  preceding  contracts,  as  being  a  declaration  in 
writing  of  what  was  the  contract  at  that  time  meant  to  be 
entered  into. 


tiDg  down  the 
effect  of  a  con- 
veyance. 


Reason  for  using      One  great  reason  for  using  extreme  caution  in  cutting 
caution  in  cut-     down  the  effect  of  a  conveyance  is,  that  the  Court  ought 

to  consider  what  would  have  been  done,,  if  previous  to  the 
execution  of  the  conveyance  the  question  had  been  put  to 
the  Court,  what  conveyance  should  be  made  in  performance 
of  the  agreement.  Suppose  in  this  case  a  bill  had  been 
filed  in  the  year  1789,  praying  that  these  articles  of  agree- 
ment might  be  specifically  performed^  surely  it  would  have 
been  competent  to  the  purchaser  to  say.  Do  not  enforce 
against  me  a  specific  performance  of  these  articles,  for 
since  the  articles  have  been  entered  into  a  more  extended 
agreement  ha^  been  made,  which  renders  it  unconscionable 
for  the  Court  to  decree  a  specific  performance  of  the 
articles.  Suppose  this  rectory  was  to  be  restored,  and  the 
value  of  this  land  has  fallen  firom  6000/.  to  3000/.,  would 
not  the  purchaser  have  a  right  to  say,  the  agreement,  as 
represented  by  the  vendor,  could  not  have  been  enforced  . 
against  me  under  the  circumstances  that  obtained  before 
the  conveyance  was  executed,  and  if  the  vendor  is  to  take 
back  that  which  he  represents  he  did  not  mean  to  convey> 
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on  the  other  hand  I  must  be  put  in  the  situation  in  which 
I  could  have  said^  unless  all  that  I  can  prove  to  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  the  agreement  is  conveyed  to  mc  I 
mean  to  take  nothing. 


1829. 


Bbaumoht 

V, 

Bbavkit* 


In  that  case  of  Stangroom  v.  The  Marquis  of  Townshend 
I  collected  the  effect  of  all  the  authorities  with  respect  to 
refomung  instruments^  where  it  is  stated  that  they  have 
been  carried  too  fiEur  or  not  far  enough  by  mistake.  Upon 
that  occasion  I  looked  very  accurately  through  all  the 
cases,  and  to  the  principles  there  laid  down  I  think  proper 
to  adhere,  and  adhering  to  those  principles  I  do  not  think 
that  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  bill  is  filed  above 
twenty  years  after  the  conveyance  was  made,  where  there 
is  an  agreement  recited  in  the  conveyance  itself  not  refer- 
ring to  the  other  written  articles  of  agreement,  where  the 
parties  to  the  conveyance  have  long  been  dead,  and  where  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  conveyance,  that  to  acertsun  extent 
at  least  the  agent  of  the  grantor  acknowledged  the  extended 
agreement,  and  where  the  agent  of  the  grantee,  the  Only 
person  alive  who  could  give  a  personal  account  of  the 
transaction  is  not  examined  by  the  plaintiff,  whose  busi- 
ness it  is  to  make  out  the  case  of  surprize  and  mistake,  I 
can  say  that  there  is  that  species  of  evidence  which  will 
enable  the  Court  to  make  the  declaration  which  has  been 
prayed  by  this  biD.  Whether  the  vendor  in  this  case  has 
or  not  mistaken  his  purpose  is  a  question  that  I  think 
under  these  circumstances  I  cannot  leave  to  a  jury,  I  do 
not  m^an  to  say  tliat  there  may  not  be  cases  which  should 
go  to  a  jury,  but  I  am  sure  that  if  the  principles  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  The  Marquis  of  Townshend  v.  Stangroom 
are  the  principles  upon  which  the  Court  is  to  act,  it  must 
be  extremely  cautious  how  it  sends  such  cases  to  a  jury. 
Upon  the  principles  of  the  Court  that  appears  to  me  a  very 
dangerous,  way  of  proceeding,  for  undoubtedly  more  con- 
sideration has  been  given  to  this  case  here,  than  could 
have  been  given  by  any  jury.    I  think  that  it  is  the  diity 
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Bbaumoht 

V. 

Baamlst. 


of  the  Court  in  each  case  most  accurately  to  aift  the 
circumstances,  and  to  see  what  are  the  conflequences 
resulting   from  those  circumstances. 

Bill  dismissed. 


Dee,  SO. 


Ex  parte  MURRAY. 


Solicitor  who 
had  heeome  in- 
capable of  prac- 
tising (without 
being  re-admit- 
ted) in  conse- 
quence of  having 
neglected  to  ob- 
tain a  certificate 
for  one  whole 
year,  ordered  to 
be  re-admitted 
on  payment  of  a 
small  fine  only, 
without  the 
arrears  of  duty. 


TQS  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  a  solicitor^  who 
having  taken  out  a  certificate  which  expired  in  iVb- 
vember  1821,  and  having  omitted  to  take  out  any  certifi- 
cate since  that  period,  had  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  37  Geo.  3.  c.  90  ^.31.  become  incapable  of  prac- 
tising without  being  re-admitted;  (a)  that  he  might  be 
re-admitted  a  solicitor  of  the  Courts  on  pa3rment  of  a  fine 
of  &.  8d.  only  without  any  arrears  of  duty. 


(a)  By  the  statute  37  Gee.  S. 
c*  90.  $.  31.  it  is  enacted,  that 
every  person  admitted  sworn  en- 
rolled or  registered  in  any  of  the 
Courts  therein  mentioned,  who 
from  and  after  the  Ist  day  of  Ne* 
vember t  1797,  shall  neglect  to 
obtain  his  certificate  thereof  in 
the  manner  therein  directed  for 
the  space  of  one  whole  year,  shall 
from  thenceforth  be  incapable 
of  practising  in  his  own  name,  or 
in  the  name  of  any  other  person* 
in  any  of  the  sud  Courts  by  vir* 
tue  of  such  admiasion  entry  ea- 
rolment  or  register,  and  the 
2 


admianoB  entry  enrolment  or 
register  of  such  person  in  any  of 
the  said  Courts  shall  be  from 
thenceforth  null  and  void;  pro- 
vided always  that  nothing  here- 
inbefore contuned  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  any  of  the 
said  Courts  horn  ra-admitiing 
any  such  person,  on  payment  to 
the  commissioners  of  the  dnty 
accrued  since  the  expiration  of 
the  last  certificate  obtained  by 
such  person*  and  snch  further 
sum  of  money  by  way  oi  pe- 
nalty as  tiie  said  Cenrt  Mt 
think  fit  to  order  and  direet 
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The  affidavit  of  the  solicitor  stated,  that  he  had  not 
practised  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  this  or  any  other  of 
the  Courts  of  law  or  equity  siace  the  expiration  of  his  last 
certificate,  and  that  he  had  been  informed  at  the  office  of 
the  Master  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  it  is  the 
practice  of  that  Court  to  grant  re-admissions  without  com- 
pelling payment  of  the  arrears  of  diity,  provided  the  impli- 
cation for  re-admission  is  accompanied  by  dm  affidavit, 
stating  that  the  party  implying  has  not  piactiaed  in  any  of 
the  said  Courts  since  the  expimtion  ol  his  last  certificate. 


isn. 


Bxpaiie 

IfVR&AT* 


BIr.  Beames  in  support  of  the, motion  mentioned  the 
case  of  JSx  parte  Adejf.  {h} 

The  Lord  Chancbixok 

Ordered  that  the  applicant  should  be  re-admittcd  a 
solicitor  of  the  Court,  if  his  Honour  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  should  so  please,  upon  payment  of  such  a  fine  a&  his 
Honour  should  think  proper. 


Qt)  Emp&tU  Advt,  L§rd  Cham- 
eeOor^  I6th  Nwemher  1816. 

Mr.  i^dley  hairing  been  admitted 
in  all  the  Conrte  at  H^eHmtntier 
in  the  month  of  Ft^puaty  1814^ 
and  not  having  practised  or  takca 
out  a  certificatefrom  the  time  of 
his  admiasion,  aj^lied  to  be  re- 
admitted a  solicitor  of  the  Court 


of  Chancerj  on  pajimeat  o^  a 
small  fine  only  without  aoj  ar- 
rears of  dutj  $  The  Lord  Chan' 
eeOor  ordered  that  he  should  be 
re-admifted  a  soffcitor  of  the 
Court,  if  his  Honour  the  Mastsff 
of  the  Eoib  should  so  piaaw* 
upon  payment  of  6<.  Sri.  as  afioa 
on  such  re-admiasioB«  [Reg.  Lib. 
A.  1816.  fol.  46.] 
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January  21.  ATTOKNEY-GENERAL  v.  CLEMENTS. 

The  jurisdictioii  fTlHIS  was  a  petition  presented  by  the  president  and 
to  give  eflfcct  to  JL  governors  of  the  Bath  Infirmary  ;  the  infirmary  is 
firmed  bT  the  de-  ^^^  ^V^^  ground  held  under  an  hospital  at  Bath  called 
cree  of  the  Court  'S'^.  Jbhn^s  Hospital^  upon  a  lease  for  three  lives  renewable 

in  the  case  of  a     on  the  dropping  of  each  life  upon  payment  of  a  fine, 
charity,  is  doubt- 
ful: but  the  re- 
newal of  a  lease        1^^  petition  stated,  that  by  a  decree  awEurd  and  final 

upon  the  terms    judgment  made  pronounced  and  signed  on   the  11th  of 

of  the  award,        February  1716,  by  Sir  John  Trevor  the  then  Master  of 

oaviiifirbeeo  twice 

directed  by  the     ^®  Rolls,  after  reciting  that  in  or  about  Hilary  term  171  h 

Court*  was  again  a  bill  was  exhibited  in  this  Court  by  her  then  Majesty's 
enforced.  Attorney-General  at  the  relation  of  the  then  master  and 

cobrethren  and  sisters  of  Si.  John*s  Hospital  against  the 
corporation  of  Bath^  and  that  the  scope  of  the  said  bill 
was,  to  have  a  discovery  of  the  original  foundation  and 
settlement  of  the  said  hospital  of  St.  John^  and  of  the 
charities  thereto  belonging,  and  of  the  annual  value  of  the 
charity  lands  and  possessions,  and  to  have  such  rules  and 
orders  made  for  the  application  of  the  charity  estates,  and 
for  the  government  of  the  charity  for  the  future,  as  should 
be  thought  necessary  and  convenient ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants having  put  in  their  answers,  after  examination  of 
witnesses  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  said  Sir 
«/•  TrwoT  on  the  26th  of  November  1713 ;  and  that  he 
had  heard  the  proofs  taken  in  the  said  causes,  and  what 
was  allied  by  counsel  on  all  sides;    and  after  further 
reciting  that  all  parties  had  by  consent  submitted  all  mat- 
ters in  question  in  the  said  cause  to  the  award  final  judg- 
ment and  determination  of  him  the  said  Sir  John  TVevor, 
and  had  agreed  that  such  award  or  determination  as  he 
«hould  make  therein  should  (by  consent  of  all  the  said 
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parties)  be  confirmed  and  estabUshed  by  the  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  in  order  thereto  the  master 
cobrethren  and  sisters  of  the  said  hospital  had  executed  an 
instrument  under  their  common  seal  to  signify  their  con- 
sent to  such  submission ;  he  the  said  Sir  John  Trevor 
for  settling  all  disputes  that  had  arisen  or  should  arise 
touching  or  concerning  the  management  of  the  said  hospi- 
tal, and  of  the  possessions  and  reyenues  thereof  for  the 
then  present  and  future  tune,  and  for  the  better  and  more 
orderly  government  of  the  said  hospital^  did  ord^  judge 
and  determine  (amongst  9ther  things)  that  the  master  of 
the  hospital,  with  the  consent  of  the  brethren  and  sistera 
for  the  time  being,  might  under  their  conmion  seal  from 
time  to  time,  as  any  of  the  leases  should  be  surrendered  or 
determined  upon  the  death  or  deaths  of  any  life  or  lives, 
or  upon  the  changing  of  any  life  or  lives,  grant  new  leases 
not  exceeding  three  lives  at  the  most,  and  to  be  nominated 
by  the  several  and  respective  tenants,  reserving  the  same 
rents  as  were  thereby  directed  to  be  respectively  reserved, 
and  that  the  fine  to  be  taken  on  renewing  such  lease  should 
not  exceed  one  year's  value  for  a  life  according  to  a  par- 
ticular thereto  annexed,  adding  interest  for  the  time  suck 
renewal  should  be  neglected  by  the  tenant,  to  be  computed 
from  the  end  of  rix  calendar  months  after  the  former  life 
determined;  and  that  the  rents  or  fines  should  not  be  in- 
creased without  the  leave  of  the  Court. 


18^. 


Attoutey- 
Gbnbral 

v. 

CXiBMBHlS» 


The  petition  then  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  decree  or  award  part  of  the  ground  upon  which  the 
infirmary  now  stands,  was  together  with  another  small 
tenement  held  by  a  tenant  under  the  hospital  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  25/.,  upon  a  lease  for  three  lives  renewable  on  the 
dropping  of  each  life,  and  that  36/.  was  by  the  particular 
annexed  to  the  said  decree  or  award  stated  to  be  the 
annual  value  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the. aforesaid 
lease,  and  that  the  same  premises  were  held  by  the  said 
tenant  and  those  claiming  under  him  at  the  same  yearly 
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CtWKMtti. 


tent,  and  pftyfag  tbe  nod  yearly  talue  of  86f.  npoa  Ae 
renewal  of  each  life,  tiU  the  year  1737- 

The  petition  further  Btated  that  in  the  year  1737  the 
piece  of  ground  compriaed  in  the  aforesaid  lease  waa  con- 
Teyed  to  troatees  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  infirmary, 
and  that  in  the  year  17S8  the  infimuory  was  built  thereooy 
aad  tipon  another  small  piece  of  ground  which  then  be- 
longed to  the  corporation  of  Bath,  but  which  was  con- 
t^eyed  to  tiie  hospital  open  an  exchange  widi  the  corpon* 
tioii  in  the  year  1805.  Thatinthe  year  1736  a  fine  of  36/. 
was  paid  for  a  renewal  of  one  Ufe,  that  in  1743  30/.  only 
was  paid  for  die  Gke  renews^  but  that  on  four  subsequent 
renewals^  whidi  had  taken  jitace  between  the  years  17M 
and  1806,  fines  of  36/.  had  been  reguhwly  paid« 

The  petition  tihen  stated,  that  upon  the  dropping  of  ose 
of  the  Mves  in  the  lease  of  1806,  the  sum  of  2601.  had  been 
demanded  by  the  hospital  as  the  fine  far  a  renewal,  and 
prayed  that  the  master  cobrethren  and  sisters  of  ^9^.  John' a 
SMpUal  mi^ht  be  ordered  to  accept  of  a  surrender  of  tke 
lease  granted  in  1806,  and  to  grant  a  new  lease  of  the  s^uie 
fR^emises  for  the  liyes  of  the  two  renudning  cestuis  que  vie 
and  of  some  other  person  to  be  named  on  behalf  of  tbe 
petitioners,  upon  payment  <tf  the  sum  of  36/.,  ov  that 
it  might  be  referred  to  one  of  the  masters  of  the  Ccort  to 
enquire  and  ascertain  what  fine  ought  to  be  required  and 
paid  for  the  r^ewal  of  the  said  lease  pursuant  to  the  said 
M^ard  or  decree. 


The  petltioii  haidng  been  argued  on  a  faemeir  Aiyy  tm 
inslaitoes' were  refernsd  toy  one  in  1738,  and  the  olSier  ia 
17Sa^  inwhidl  Loid  Hdrduricke  had  acted  apon  the  award 
upcm  a  petition  silnSar  to  tte  present.  Bat  Ae  Xord 
CAomsilsr  thea  eapresaed  some  dodbt  as  to  the  jmiadk* 
tfan^  and  desired  Oat  flie  pttitioa  shorid  be  meDtioned 
agiteupon  tliair  peint 
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Mr.  Wk^gfield  and  Mr*  fFrajf  now  appeared  for  the 
Hofpital  of  SL  John  to  oppose  the  petition^  and  coa^ 
tended 

Hiat  the  renewal  of  tiiie  lease  could  not  be  compelled 
consistently  with  the  principles  adopted  by  the  Court  in 
matters  of  charity.  That  a  lease  executed  by  trustees  of  a 
charity  without  the  order  of  the  Court,  containixig  such 
provisions  as  were  to  be  found  in  the  awards  could  not 
have  been  supported :  and  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  did 
not  vary  the  case,  as  it  was  made  by  the  consent  of  the 
trustees,  who  had  no  power  to  bind  the  charity. 

The  ^iiomey- General  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Hie  Loan  Cn ANCEuoJit. 

I  still  entertain  great  doubts  whether  the  Court  has  com- 
plete jurisdiction  in  this  case.  It  appears  that  in  I7II  an 
information  was  filed  at  the  instance  of  the  Hospital  of  St 
John^  and  according  to  the  habit  prevailing  at  that  tipie, 
instead  of  going  on  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  with  the  in- 
formation, they  referred  all  the  matters  in  dispute  to  Sir 
jr.  Trevor  who  was  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  he  made 
an  award  which  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  Court 
of  Chancery. 

Formerly  this  Court  was  more  in  the  habit  of  giving  effect 
to  awards  than  at  this  day  it  is  accustomed  to  do.  Awards 
rebting  to  conunons  are  a  fiimiliar  instance.  So  where  sums 
of  money  and  land  have  been  awarded  in  lieu  of  tithes : 
Lord  Northington  set  that  practice  aside,  (a)  but  whether 
in  cases  of  charity  the  Court  would  go  so  fiur  as  Lord 
Northington  did  admits  of  great  doubt,  because  unques- 
tionably the  Court  has  always  exercised  very  la^  powers 
in  matters  of  charity. 

(«)  JUom^'Gemralr.  CksM^jr,  t  Sden*s  C.  C.  304.  Ambler  S10. 


« 
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GbNBRAIi 

V, 
CI.BKBMTB* 


With  respect  to  the  present  charity,  in  1738  and  1753 
Lord  Hardwicke  assumed  the  jurisdiction  upon  petition 
then  presented  to  him.  I  cannot  think  that  on  either 
occasion  he  could  have  done  so  without  consideration. 
It  is  perhaps  a  misfortune  that  the  jurisdiction  was  ever 
assumed:  but  my  predecessors  have  acted  upon  it,  and 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  this  property  has  been  enjoyed 
under  this  award  ever  since  it  was  made.  Notwithstand- 
ing any  doubts  therefore  which  I  may  entertam,  if  this 
award  is  to  be  disturbed,  it  must  be  disturbed  by  the 
House  of  Lords. 


The  funds  of  the  Bath  Hospital  not  bemg  in  a  flourish- 
ing state  is  not  a  sufficient  objection  to  the  application  of 
the  other  charity.  I  think  the  hospital  ought  to  pay  an 
increased  fine  according  to  the  increased  value  of  the  land, 
which  the  Court  has  the  power  of  directing ;  and  if  you 
differ  as  to  the  amount,  there  should  be  a  reference  to  the 
Master. 


A  reference  was  accordingly  agreed  upon  to  the  Master 
to  ascertain  the  fine. 
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1823; 

LYNN  i;.  BEAVER.  i88«;Dec.i8. 

188S,  Jofi.  sie. 

'QICHARD  BOLT  made  his  will,  dated  the  20tli  of  Executor,  taking 
MX  September  1813,  in  the  foUowing  words :  « I  Richard  *  ^ojitingcnt  re- 
Bolt  do  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament  as  follows,  ^^^  under  the 
first  I  annul  all  former  wills,  &c. ;    and  after  my  debts  will,  not  pre- 
and  funeral  expenses  are  paid  or  settled  to  be  paid  to  those  eluded  from 

persons  I  will  as  rewards  for  long  services.    Secondly,  S*J*"e  ®^i^c^«« 
r  ©  /^  of  the  intention 

I  will  and  bequeath  unto  my  dear  wife  Esther  Bolt  the  ^i^^i  i^^  ^ovAA 

annual  interest  of  my  property  in  the  funds  at  my  decease  have  the  residue 
b  the  little  I  leave  in  the  3  |)«-  Cents,  reduced,  3  per  l>«neficially. 
Cents,  conflok.  and  4  per  Cents^  ditto^  not  any  to  be  sold  f^^  of  the  will 
oat,  as  I  may  will  it  after  her  decease  to  her  sister  Bachael  indicating  that 
Beaver  J  and  my  wife's  nephew  Bichard  Beaver  who  I  ^^  ^^  *®  **k« 

leave  an  executor  to  this  my  wffl.     Also  I  wiU  and  be-  ^^^'f  ^V^'^^^y- 

^  Under  the  effisct 

queath  unto  my  dear  vnfe  the  annual  profits  of  shop  trade,  of  the  will  and 
the  stock  not,  to  be  lessened,  to  be  hers  for  life,  after  all  the  evidence  the 
expenses  paid ;  the  rent  to  be  paid  in  her  name  for  life,  «*®^"tor  was  de- 
and  her  name  over  the  door  singly — Bolt;  all  the  neces-  ^^^  benefi- 
sary  articles  for  house  and  people  not  to  be  sold,  to  be  dally.    Whether 
managed  by  Bichard  Beaver  the  executor,  and  Bachael  ^^  contingent 
Beaver  his  aunt,  with  the  approbation  of  my  wife,  if  living.  •'^"*f  "'*'^i  ^ 
Also  I  wall  that  my  wife  is  under  conditions  and  stipula-  haye  had  the  ef- 
lions  for  performing  what  I  leave  to  any  one  I  mention  in  feet  of  rendering 
this  will,  whether  in  a  sum  down  or  annual  stipend  for  life  Jj"*  *  ^^J^^*"' 
or  for  long  services,  and  to  be  paid  as  I  wQl  and  bequeath  Qfugf^^ 
it  from  the  shop  trade  or  the  funds  as  I  mentipn  )t  to  pay 
from  and  after  my  wife's  I  will  and  bequeath  Bachael 

Beaver  and  Bichard  Beaver  equal  shares  in  the  profits  of 
business  for  life,  the  survivor  to  have  the  whole  on  con- 
dition of  observing  the  will  and  paying  donations  that  I 
will  and  bequeath  at  any  period,  I  will  it  as  they  are  the 
particular  heirs  after  my  wife,  the  stock  of  shop  not  to  be 
divided,  as  I  only  wiU  the  profits  or  mterest  to  the  survivor 
of  the  three  persons  already  named.    Also  I  will  Bachael 
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Beaver  my  mfe's  shopwoman  and  Richard  Beaver  in  the 
same  situation  they  are  to  have  all  the  privilege  of  living 
in  sickness  or  healthy  aUowing  Mrs.  Bolt  the  interest  of 
what  little  property  they  have,  I  hope  either  will  leave  my 
wife  in  case  of  vicisentade  and  losses,  and  she  has  been  as 
free  to  give  when  I  have  an  act  of  kindness  I  wished  to 
perform. 

Tlie  testator  died  on  the  20tli  of  August  1817>  and  the 
executor  Richard  Beaver  obtained  probate  of  his  will. 

The  bin  was  filed  by  Daniel  I/gnn  and  others  alle^ng 
themselves  to  be  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  against 
Richard  Beaver  Esther  Bolt  and  Rachael  Beaver;  con- 
tending that  the  plaintiffs  had  an  interest  hi  iixt  testator^a 
personal  estate,  and  praying  an  account  and  a  distribution 
of  the  residue. 

The  defendant  Richard  Beaver  as  executor  claimed  Hie 
vesidne  fcft  Ins  own  benefit 


Upon' the  hearing  of  the  cause  before  the  Vtee^Chan^ 
eelhry  on  the  28th  of  February  1821,  it  was  referred  to 
the  Master  to  enqidre  who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator.  The  Master  by  his  report,  dated  the  18th  of 
December  1821,  stated  that  Thomas  Forster,  who  was  not 
a  paity  to  the  cause,  was  the  only  next  of  kin  of  the  tes- 
tator. After  die  Master  had  made  his  report  llamas 
Fbrster  filed  a  bill  and  died,  and  exceptions  having  been 
tdten  to  the  rqport,  the  f^ce-Chancellor,  upon  hearing  the 
exeeptioms,  directed  an  ismie  to  try  whether  Lynn  and 
otitera  the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  cause  were  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator;  and  ordered  diat  the  personal  represen- 
tatives of  Forster  should  be  at  liberty  to  attend  the  trial, 
and  join  in  Vtut  defence.  Hie  plaintifb  in  equity  were  to 
be  plaintift  at  law,  and  the  defendant  Richard  Beaver  the 
exeevitor  was  to  be  defendttit  al  law. 


Lthk 

V. 
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From  the  decree  directing  the  issue  the  defendant  Bu  1823* 
chard  Beaver  appealed,  and  moved  that  the  trial  of  the 
issue  might  be  stayed  till  the  hearing  of  the  appeaL  On 
the  motion  being  made  it  was  arranged,  by  the  consent  Bbatbs 
of  the  plaintiffii  and  defendants  and  of  the  representatives 
of  Fcrtterj  that  the  cause  should  be  considered  as  coming 
on  to  be  heard  upon  the  construction  of  the  testator's 
will,  and  upon  the  question  whether  the  executor  was  en- 
tailed to  the  residuary  personal  estate  for  his  own  use,  or 
was  a  trustee  for  the  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Sugden^  Mr.  Joseph  Martin,  and  Mr.  Ljfnch,  for 
the  phuntifb. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber  for  the  representatives  of 
Forster* 

Mr.  Shadwell  for  Bachael  Beaver. 

Mr.  Pepgs  for  Esther  Bolt. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  BMght  for  Bichard  Beaver, 

The  deCmdant  Bichard  Beaver  went  into  parol  evi* 
dence,  and  proved  dedarati^ms  by^  the  testator  that  he 
intended  his  executor  to  take  the  residue.  The  plaintifis' 
counsel  oljectedHo  the  evidence  bemg  admitted. 

For  the 

There  is  no  aIlq;ation  in  the  answer  that  the  executor 
intended  to  adduce  parol  evidence  in  support  of  his  legal 
title.  Had  the  plainti£b  been  apprized  that,  these  declara- 
tions were  intended  to  be  proved,  they  might  have  cross- 
examined  the  defendant's  witnesses,  and  produced  evidence 
of  declarations  by  the  testator  of  a  contrary  tendency. 

Vol.  I.  F 
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183S.  An  executor  taking  a  partial  interest  cannot  enter  into 

parol  evidence  to  shew  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  general 
residue. 


LvNir 

V. 

Bbavbr. 


The  Lord  Chancbllor. 


Claiming  the  Considering  the  rule  to  be  settled  that  an  executor  is 

residue  as  cxe-  pennjtted  to  give  parol  evidence  in  support  of  his  legal 

to  let'ia  parol  ^^  ^  ^®  answer  insists  that  tiie  defendant  is  entitled  as 

evidence  in  snp-  executor,  no  allegation  is  necessary  to  put  in  issue  that  he 

port  of  the  legal  ig  entitled  by  the  effect  of  parol  evidence,  that  being  in- 

1    ^  ^'  ^^  u '  eluded  in  the  allegation  that  he  is  entitled  as  executor, 
leging  a  title  by  ^^ 

the  effect  of  the    ^®  evidence  was  directed  to  be  read  subject  to  the  ques- 
parol  evidence,    tion  of  its  being  admissible. 

The  cause  then  proceeded:  for  the  plaintiff  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  gift  of  a  reversionary  interest  excludes  an 
executor  from  the  residue.     Seley  v.  fFood.  {a) 

For  the  defendant  Richard  Beaver  the  executor. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  wiU  to  controul  the  legal  right 
of  the  executor,  the  benefits  given  to  him  by  the  will  are 
given  only  for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  exceptions  in 
favour  of  others ;  where  a  l^;acy  is  given  by  way  of  ex- 
ception out  of  the  general  gift  to  another,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  letting  in  an  exception  in  favour  of  others, 
the  Court  will  not  infer  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  testator  to  exclude  the  executor  from  the  surplus. 
Lady  Granville  v.  Duchess  of  Beaufort,  {b)  Newstead 
V.  Johnston,  (c)  Griffith  v.  Rogers,  (d)  ClermeU  v. 
Lewthwaite.  (e) 

> 

(a)  10  Ves.  71.  (d)  Prec.  Ch.  S31. 

(p)  1  P.  Williams  lU.  {e)  2  Ves.  Jan.  465,  644. 

(c)  t  AA.  45. 
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TTie  LoED  Chancbllor.  18^3. 


I  do  not  trouble  myself  with  the  question,  whether  any  ^^^   * 

person  looking  at  this  will  from  begmning  to  end  would        Beaver, 
have  considered  it  to  be  a  finished  will,  because  with  re- 
spect to  wills  of  personalty,  after  probate  has  been  granted  . 
by  the  ecclesiastical  court,  this  Court  is  bound  by  the  judg- 
ment, and  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  whether  the  will  is 
complete  or  not. 

After  reading  the  will  the  Lord  Chancellor  observed 

upon  the  clause  by  which  the  testator  bequeathed  to  his 

wife  the  annual  interest  of  his  property  in  the  fiinds, — ^^^Not 

any  to  be  sold  out,  as  I  may  will  it  after  her  decease  i"  that  Bequest  in  terms 

although  the  word  *^may"  seemed  to  import  an  intention  importiag  an  in- 

on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  do  something  ui  future,  and  *®"*'**"  ^^}  *® 

^  1       •*  •  make  an  imme- 

not  to  make  a  present  bequest,  yet  that  if  it  was  necessary  diate  disposition, 

to  decide  the  question,  the  clause  would  in  all  probability  maj  upon  the 
be  held  to  amount  to  a  present  bequest  upon  the  construe-  co'w^'uction  of 
tion  of  the  whole  will,  amountto  a  pre- 

sent  bequest 
His  Lordship  then  proceeded, — ^Taking  it  for  granted 
then  that  this  is  a  complete  testamentary  instrument,  the 
eilect  of  the  whole  is,  to  give  the  annual  profits  ci  Hie 
funded  property  and  of  the  stock  in  trade  to  the  wife  for 
life,  and  after  her  decease  to  leave  the  profits  of  the  busi- 
ness to  Rachael  Beaver  and  Richard  Beaver,  with  such 
interest  to  the  survivor  as  he  or  she  may  take  under  the 
words  of  the  wiD.  It  is  observable  that  the  interest  here 
given  to  the  executor  is  a  contingent  reversionary  interest, 
for  if  he  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  he  could 
take  no  share  in  the  profits  of  the  trade.  It  appears  too 
in  evidence,  that  the  testator  carried  on  business  for  forty 
years  in  Sidney's  Alley,  not  indeed  in  his  own  person, 
for  his  wife,  his  wife'ri  sister,  and  her  nephew  the  executor, 

r 

conducted  it  for  him ;  that  he  considered  himself  under 
great  obligations  to  these-three  persons,  and  that  bethought 

F2 


residae  benefit 
cially. 
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18S3.         that  he  had  no  rdationB.   These  4ure  •circumstanceB  vdhoAk 

must  be  taken  into  consideration,  where  the  question  is, 

^  what  the  testator  meant  when  he  appointed  this  man  his 

Bbaybe.        executor,  wlietfaer  he  intended  lum  only  to  take  the  office, 

The  motiTes     q^  to  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  all  the  property  undis- 

wnicn  mig       -^  posed  of^  but  at  the  tsame  time  it  would  be  difficult  tosay, 

tor  infaTourof    that  the  trust  raised  by  the  Court  in  such  cases  should  be 

the  eiecutor  are  put  an  end.to,  upon  the  effect  of  evidence  going  no  further 

to  be  considefcd  ^Ij^  ^jj^^ 

in  determiniDg 

the  qaestion, 

whether  the  eze*      I^  ^  ^^^  necessary  to  cite  authorities  in  order  to  prove 

cutor  takes  the    the  principles  upon  which  the  Court  proceeds  in  cases 

of  this  nature.  There  is  no  doubt  that  where  upon  the 
face  of  a  wiU  it  appears  that  the  executor  was  intended  to 
take  the  otEice  only,  where  the  testator  has  raised  a  trust 
which  fails  of  being  carried  into  eflEect,  or  where  he  has 
clearly  intended  to  create  a  particular  trusty  which  he  has 
failed  in  doing,  the  next  of  kin  will  take  as  against  the  exe- 
cutor. On  the  other  hand  it  is  equally  clear,  that  if  the  case 
be  a  case  of  a  mere  legacy  given  to  an  executor,  where  the 
presumption  of  law  is  to  be  acted  upon  that  tiie  testator 
could  not  mean  to  give  all  and  part,  a  presumption,  which, 
whether  reasonable  or  not,  the  Court  is  bomid  to  act  upon, 
as  the  doctrine  has  been  so  long  laid  down^  The  executor 
may  rebut  the  presumption  by  parol  evidence ;  always  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  nature  of  the  evidence,  to  declarations 
which  were  made,  as  in  thiff  case  for  instance,  before  the 
testator  made  his  vnUi,  at  the  tune  of  making  his  will^  and 
after  he  had  made  his  will ;  and  in  ^ving  effect  to  all  the 
declarations,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  were  made. 

There  is  a  circumstance  in  this  case,  which  I  have  not 
been  able  to  find  in  any  other  case,  that  the  bequest  which 
raises  the  presumption  against  the  executor,  is  a  bequest 
not  simply  of  a  reversionary  interest^  but  of  a  c<mtingent 
revernonary  interest}   obsening  that  it  was  taken  for 
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granted  at  the  bar^  that  the  bequest  of  a  reversionary  mte* 
rest  would  ezdude  an  executor  from  the  residue,  I  asked 
whether  there  were  anjr  cases  on  the  subject;  I  have  been 
referred  only  to  the  case  of  SeUy  v.  JFood  decided  by  Sir 
WiXUam  Grants  a  Judge  for  whom  I  must  always  feel  the 
highest  respect.  Upon  that  case  I  can  only  say^  that  it  is 
singular  in  its  circumstances^  and  I  think  I  may  add  singu- 
lar in  its  decision.  I  do  not  intend  by  any  means^  to  say 
that  the  decision  may  not  be  right :  but  if  no  more  is  to  be 
found  on  the  subject  of  reversionary  interests,  and  par- 
ticularly of  contingent  reversionary  interests,  that  is  a  case 
which  Ishould  find  some  difficulty  in  followmg  as  an  au- 
thority in  the  present  instance. 


18)3. 


Lyvit 

V. 

Beaver. 


Taking  it  tar  granted  however  that  this  contingent' re^ 
versionary  interest  would  exclude  the  executory  there  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  this  will  to  shewthat  the  executor 
was  intended  to  take  the  office  merely,  all  the  cases  have 
establiahed  that  under  such  circiunstances  parol  evidence  is 
adndssible:  the  question  therefore'  is  reduced  to  ttds^ 
whether;  snpposmg  this  contingent  reversionary  mterest  to 
be  a  good  g^  to  bar  the  executor,  I  can  say  that  the  evi- 
dence IB  Buffident  to  rebut  the  presumption.  The  widow 
of  the  testator  swears  to  what  passed  between  her  and  the 
testator  after  making  the  will  ;^  that  the  testator  holding  the 
will  in  his  hand,  stated  what  in  his  judgment  was  its  effect; 
not  indeed  with  any  great  accuracy,  for  todo  justice  to  the 
testator  it  was  out  of  the  power  of  any  man  living  or  dead 
to  state  accurately  what  was  the  effect  of  the  unll,  but  on 
oner  point  he  was  quite  distinct,  that  he  intended  his  exe- 
cutor to  take  his  property.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  upon* 
the  whole,  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  next  of  kin  can- 
not raise  the  trust  \  and  that  the  executor  takes  what  is 
undisposed  of  by  the  will.  On  account  of  the  great  difficulty 
of  construing  this  will,  I  think  the  fieiir  thing  is  that  the 
coats  of  all  parties  should  be  pud  out  of  the  estate.. 
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1893.  The  following  decree  was  mads  :-^ 


^^""  His  Lordship  doth  declare,  that  under  the  eflRect  of  Uie 

Bbatxa*  will  of  the  testator  Richard  Bolty  and  the  evidence  taken 
in  this  cause,  the  defendant  Richard  Beaver  is  not  a  trustee 
for  the  said  testator's  next  of  kin  of  the  clear  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  :  but  the  said  defendant,  as  executor  of  the 
said  testator,  is  entitled  to  retain  for  his  own  absolute  use 
and  benefit  the  said  dear  residue,  but  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment thereout  of  the  costs  hereinafter  directed. 

And  by  consent  it  is  ordered  to  be  referred  to  the  Mas- 
ter to  tax  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffs  and  Rachael  Beaver 
of  this  suit,  and  also  the  costs  of  the  said  Thomas  Farster 
deceased,  and  of  the  representatives  of  the  said  Thomas 
Forster,  in  the  cause  of  Farster  v.  Beaver,  and  of  tiie  pro- 
ceedings in  the  said  Master's  office  in  this  cause  under  the 
order  of  the  26th  day  of  February  1821.  And  it  is  ordered 
that  the  said  defendant  Richard  Beaver  do  pay  such  costs 
when  taxed  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  testator  ; 
and  after  providing  for  the  return  of  the  deposit,  it  is 
ordered  that  the  plaintiff's  bill  do  stand  dismissed  oat  of 
this  Court. 


JenuMfy  M,  9S.  WILLIAMS  v.  ATTENBOROUGH. 


Thenileswhich    TTjrBiVHF  ATTENBOROUGH  having  devised  his 

regulate  tiie        ^fj[  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  selL 
practice  of  open-  *^  ,    -  ,  .  .      ,  ^^ 

ing  biddings        ^^^  ^  stand  possessed  of  the  momes  to  arise  from  the  sale 

upon  a  sale  of     upon  trusts  for  the.  benefit  of  his  children,  this  suit  was 

landed  estate,  do 

not  apply  when  a  colliery  is  the  subject  of  sale. 

Upon  an  offer  to  give  10,0001.  for  a  colliery,  sold  for  8850/.,  a  motion  to  open  tiie 
biddings  was  refused. 
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instituted  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  property  sold  under         1828. 
the  directions  of  the  Coiirt.  V^W^ 

WiLLIAMt 

By  an  order,  dated  the  4tih  of  December  1821,  the  Attbiibo»owc», 
property  was  directed  to  be  sold,  and  an  agent  for  the 
parties  interested  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  make  one  biddiug 
for  eadi  lot.  The  reserved  bidding  was  to  be  made  upon 
paper,  to  be  delivered  under  cover  to  the  person  i^^inted 
to  sell  the  estates,  previous  to  the  same  being  put  up  to 
sale,  and  in  case  no  higher  price  was  bid  than  the  sum 
mentioned  in  the  paper,  it  was  to  be  declared  that  the  lot 
was  bought  in. 

One  of  the  lots,  consisting  of  a  colliery  and  other  pro* 
perty,  having  been  bought  in  under  this  order,,  by  a 
decree  in  the  cause,  dated  the  2&th  of  June  1822,  a  resale 
was  directed,  and  the  agent  for  the  parties  interested  was 
empowered  to  bid  as  often  as  he  should  think  proper  for 
each  lot  to  be  put  up  upon  the  resale. 

On  the  27th  of  Jufy  1822  the  colliery  was  accotding^y 
put  up  to  sale  in  a  separate  lot.  Upon  that  occasion  an 
agent  of  the  parties  interested  attended  at  the  sale,  and  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Bourne  was  declared  the  purchaser 
of  the  lot,  at  the  sum  of  88601. 

The  confirmation  of  the  purchase  having  been  accidents 
ally  ddayed,  a  motion  vras  made  to  open  the  biddings  on 
behalf  of  Sysan,  a  person  who  turned  out  to  be  a  fiotitious 
bidder,  being  a  day-labourer  in  the  service  of  one  of  the 
parties  in  the  cause;  that  motion  was  refused :  but  a  per- 
son of  the  name  of  7%om  having  offered  to  give  10,000/. 
for  theloty  the  Ftce-Chancetto^  directed  the  biddings  to  be 
opened  upon  his  application. 

It  was  now  moved  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bourne,  that  the 
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1828;         order  of  the  Vke-ChanceUor^  by  wbich  the  biddingfi  were 
^"^^^^^       directed  to  be  opened,  might  be  ^Bscharged. 

WlLLUMS 

ARBHBoaovon.      'Rie  aiBSdavitB  in  support  of  the  motion  rendered  it  doabt^ 

fal  whether  Thorn  was  a  bona  Jide  bidder.  Front  ^ 
time  of  the  second  sale  the  coDiery  had  been  worked  by 
Boutney  at  a  considerable  expense,  under  the  superintend- 
ence of  the  devisees  in  trust  o{  Attenborough  j  and  itms 
represented  by  the  persons  beneficially  interested,  that  the 
management  had  been  very  disadvantageous. 

Mr,  jfgar  and  Mr.  Home  for  Mr.  JSonnte. 

ITtomiB  merely  an  agent  for  the  parties  interested  in  the 
estate.  In  &vonr  of  the  parties  interested  the  biddings  can- 
not be  opened,  their  agent  having  been  present  attiie  sale. 
In  the  ordinary  case  of  opening  biddings,  the  property  re- 
mains in^e  same  state  in  which  it  was  at  the  time  of  the 
sale :  but  Mr»  Bourne  having  embarked  his  capital  in  the 
management  of  this  concern,  is  at  least  entitied  to  be  in- 
demnified for  the  expense  he  has  incurred. 

Mr.  Shadwett  and  Mr.  Pemberton  for  Mr.  2%or». 

Mr.  Bose  for  the  devisees  in  trust  of  Henry  Aiteur 
borough. 


Mr.  Heald  for  the  defendants  beneficially  interested  in 
the  produce  of  the  sale. 

Mr.  Treslove  for  the  plaintift. 

The  parties  interested  in  the  sale  have  a  right  to  open 
the  biddings  I  Hooper  v.  Goodwin,  {a)     Whether  th^ 

(a)  Coop.  Ch.  Cases  9& 
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iqpplyin  thdbr  own  namey  or  in  the  name  of  another  penooi         1833. 
can  make  no  difference.  iT^"^^ 

WlUUAlU 
9. 

The  Lord  Chancxllob.  AvnaBORovon. 

Thk  bang  a  motion  to  open  the  biddingB,  Mr.  BMme 
must  be  considered  as  the  person  at  present  entitled  to  the 
purchase;  considering  him  therefore  as  the  purchaser,  the 
true  question  is,  whether  having  regard  to  the  nature  of 
the  property,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  has  been  treated 
in  the  Blaster's  office,  t€)gether  with  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  the  biddings  ought  to  be  opened;  I  say,  having 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  property,  because  it  has  been 
solemnly  determined  in  this  Court,  that  the  sale  ci  a  col«- 
hery  is  not  like  the  sale  of  a  landed  estate,  and  that  a  pur- 
chaser under  the  decree  of  this  Court,  is  not  entitled  to  call 
for  an  account  of  the  profits  of  a  colliery  from  any  particular 
quarts  day,  as  upon  the  sale  of  a  landed  estate  he  is  en« 
titled  to  do.  (a)    Collieries  and  landed  estates  are  quite 
^Efferent  in  the  contemplation  of  this  Court;   a  eolUery 
bemg  always  considered  as  a  trade,  the  profits  accruing 
from  day  to  day  as  in  all  trading  concerns.    There  are  de- 
ci9i0ns  of  Lord  HarduncMs  to  that  eflfed^  where  he  hdd 
that  a  bill  would  lie  for  an  account  of  the  profiits  of  a  col- 
liery^ althoi^h  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
real  estate  no  bill  could  be  maintained.    With  reference  to 
opening  the  biddings,  the  nature  of  the  property  forms 
a  very  material  consideration.    Land  generally  speaking 
keeps  pretty  nearly  to  the  same  value,  althou^^  there 
may  indeed  be  accidental  changes  in  the  value  of  land 
from  temporary  causes :  but  collieries  are  liable  not  only 
to  fluctuations  in  value,  but  to  destruction;  they  are 
like  land  in  a  country  liable  to  earthquakes.    The  case 
of  tFren  v.  Kirton  is  a  remarkable  ^lustration  of  the 
prin^le  wluch  oo{^t  to  govern  the  resale  of  collieries.  On 

(«)  fFren  v.  JSrfos,  S  Ves.  5QS. 
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189S.         the  first  sale  in  that  case  a  eolUery  was  sold  for  23,000/.^ 

^'^^^^^       the  Court  opened  the  biddings^  as  it  turned  out,  for  a  fie- 

titious  bidder.  The  consequence  was,  the  property  fell  first 

AmirBORovGB.  ^  12,000/.,  then  to  6000/.,  and  although  it  was  ultimately 

sold  for  15,000/.,  there  might  have  been  a  loss  of  the  differ- 
ence between  23,000/.  and  6000/.,  and  there  was  an  actual 
loss  of  the  difference  between  23,000/.  and  15,000/.  Such 
is  the  species  of  this  property,  that  it  is  almost  impossible 
for  the  Court  to  model  the  security,  to  be  given  by  the  per- 
son applying  to  open  the  bi  dings,  in  such  a  way  as  to 
avoid  the  possibility  of  loss ;  a  deposit  of  10/.  or  20/.  per 
cent,  cannot  be  sufiElcient,  for  in  many  cases  it  will  evi- 
dently be  better  to  forfeit  the  deposit,  than  to  take  the 
property,  better  to  forfeit  1000/.,  than  to  take  a  property 
which  may  sfaik  in  the  proportion  stated^from  the  case  of 
tFiren  v.  KirUm.  Agam,  upon  a  resale  of  the  property, 
the  purchaser  may  be  tired  of  his  bargain  before  he  has 
completed  his  purchase,  and  although  it  is  true  that  the 
Court  may  compel  the  final  bidder  to  pay  the  money,  the 
process  is  such,  Ihat  in  a  great  many  cases  it  is  more  for 
the  interest  of  the  vendors  to  abandon  the  bargain,  than 
to  put  in  force  the  process  of  the  Court.  From  these  con- 
siderations it  has  always  appeared  to  me,  that  where  the 
subject  of  a  sale  is  a  colliery,  a  trade  of  so  very  hazardous 
a  nature,  in  which  there  is  always  such  a  vast  deal  of 
speculation,  and  such  a  great  number  of  speculators,  you 
cannot  apply  the  same  rules,  which  are  applied  to  pur- 
chasers of  landed  estates.  The  property  is  liable  to  such 
variations  in  value  in  very  short  intervals,  the  blasting  of  a 
mine,  or  any  other  accident,  even  a  change  in  the  markets, 
or,  to  take  an  instance  at  the  present  mommt,  the  stoppage 
of  a  navigation  by  frost,  may  make  such  a  dijSerence  in  the 
course  of  a  week,  that  in  all  these  cases  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  consider,  as  the  Fice- Chancellor  appears  to 
have  done  very  fuUy  and  property  in  Syson's  case,  not 
what  the  particular  interest  of  the  suitors  in  any  particular 
cause  would  require  for  their  advantage,  but  what  the 
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general  principle  ought  to  be,  with  reference  to  the  general         ig^s. 
benefit  of  the  general  soitora  of  the  Court. 


WlLUAXt 

When  jnam*s  case  came  on  before  the  f^ice-  Chancellor,  Awbuborocoh. 
he  seems  to  have  lost  sight  of  the  principle  which  he  had 
laid  down  in  Sy son's  case,  and  to  have  thought  that  Thortij 
if  he  was  a  bosiajide  bidder,  had  some  sort  of  right  to  open 
the  biddioga.  Now  no  one  can  be  said  to  have  any  right  to 
open  the  biddings,  since  it  is  always  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  to  grant  the  application  or  refuse  it.    The  ques- 
tion is,  not  whether  the  person  applying  is  a  bona  fiis 
bidder,  but  whether  rq;ard  being  had  to  the  nature  of  the 
property,  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  general 
interest  of  the  suitors  of  this  Court,  not  the  interest  of 
purchasers  in  the  Master's  office,  so  much  advantage  is 
held  out  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  open  the  biddiogs. 
During  a  period  of  nearly  half  a  century  which  I  have 
passed  in  this  Court,  and  in  which  Lord  Apsley,  Lord 
UnsrUnOy  the  Lords  Commissioners,  with  Lord  Loughbo^ 
rough  at  their  head,  then  Lord  Loiu^hborough  as  chancel- 
lor, and  after  him  the  Lords  Comnussioners,  with  Lord 
C  B»  Eyre  at  their  head,   have  presided  here,  I  have 
heard  one  and  all  of  them  lam^it,  that  the  practice  of 
opening  biddings  was  ever  introduced.   I  confess  that  I 
have  great  doubts  myself  upon  the  subject :  but  after  a 
practice  so  long  established  it  is  not  for  me  to-  disturb  it. 
This  mediod  liowever  of  authorising  parties  to  bid  at  the 
sale  is  quite  modem,  and  requires  a  great  deal  of  consider- 
ation, aa  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  it  has  the  eflfect  of 
damping  the  sale;  so  highly  did  Lord  JSr(0f^on  disapprove  of 
parties  interested  in  the  sale  bidding  by  thems^es  or  Iheir 
agents,  that  if  there  was  a  susfNidon  that  any  agent  on  the 
part  of  the  vendor  had  been  Uddmg  in  the  Master's  ofib^ 
he  would  not  enforce  the  execution  of  the  eontract. 

There  is  another  view  of.  this  casetdnn  by  Afr.  Agait 
which  is  entitled  to  a  great  deal  of  wdlght,  hoiw  far  these 
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1823.        parties  may  be  coaddered  by  thdr  agents  to  Have  beenr 

^•^^^^"^      present  at  the  sale«    The  Court  indeed  has  not  adopted  it 

^^  as  at  universal  rule,  that  the  biddings  shall  not  be  opened  in 

Atteitboeovoh.  &vour  of  parties  who  are  present  at  the  sale  ^  but  that  dr- 

Themis  is  not  cumstance  undoubtedly  furdishes  a  very  strong'  objection 

univerBal  that      to  the  interference  of  the  Court.    The  case  of  Goodwin  v. 

not  be  onened '    ^"^V^y  ^  which  a  residuary  legatee  was  allowed  to  open 

favour  of  parties  &^  biddings,  has  been  cited  in  aigument.    There  can  be 

present  at  the     no  doubt  at  this  time  of  day  that  a  residuary  legatee  may 

^^'.,       ,        become  the  purchaser  of  an  estate  sold  in  the  Master's 
Residuary  l^S" 
tee,  tenant  for     offic^  <30  may  a  tenant  for  life^  or  the  owner^  of  a  rever- 

life,  or  rever-  nonary  interest:  but  if  the  matter  were  res  integra  I 
sioner,  may  be-  should  have  great  doubts  whether  they  ought  to  beaHowed 
chaser  of'^aT  to  do  SO  5  they  thereby  frequently  contrive  to  buy  the  fee 
estate  sold  in  the  Simple  at  a  rate  at  which  no  one  eke  could  get  it ;  from 
Master's  office,    their  knowledge  of  the  property  they  stand  nearly  in  the 

same  dtuation  as  trustees,  who  are  excluded  on  this  ground 

from  bidding  for  trust  property. 

In  this  case  upon  the  second  sale  Mr.  JBewrfie  became  the 
purchaser;   and  as  the  purchase  could  not  be  confirmed' 
for  a  considerable  time,  it  became  absolutely  necessary  to 
take  into  conmderation  who  should  have  the  intermediate 
management.  It  was  finally  agreed  that  Mr.  Bourne  should 
woA  the  colliery  under  the^supermtendence  of  the  trustees^ 
it  would  have  been  folly  in  the  purchaser  if  he  had  not 
innsted  on  having  in  some  measure  the  manegemmt  7  for 
If  between  the  day  of  bidding,  and  the  confirmation  of  the 
purchase,  the  value  of  the  mine  had  fidlen,from  some  acci- 
dental cause  injurious  to  the  workmg,  firom  some  rival 
coalmine,  or  a  destructive  inundation;  still  if  the  title  had 
been  completed  at  the  time  his  report  was  confirmed,  he 
would  have  been  compelled  to  take  the  property.  Without 
entering  into  the  question  in  this  case  whether  the  manage- 
ment has  been  advantageous  or  disadvantageous,  let  us 
suppose  that  the  management  has  been  advantageous, 
nobody  can  deny  that  to  dischai^ge  a  purchaser  under  such 
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circumstances^  upon  giving  him  his  costs  merely^  without         1  MS* 
maldng  some  allowance  for  the  expense  incurred  in  the       ^'^'v*^/ 
management,  would  be  treating  him  in  a  way  very  detri-  ^ 

mental  to  the  general   interest  of  all  those   who  have  AnBVBORouoii. 
collieries  to  dispose  of  through  the  intervention  of  this 
Gout* 


K  the  case  tamed  upon  Themes  being  a  bonajlne  bid- 
der tfiere  must  have  been  further  enquiry :  but  I  have  said 
quite  enough  to  shew,  that  regard  being  had  to  the  nature 
of  the  property,  these  biddings  ought  not  to  be  opened. 
You  cannot  lay  down  rules  which  would  be  generally  mis- 
cUevous,  in  order  to  g^ve  a  benefit  to  particular  individuals. 
It  is  probable  that  if  TJiom  is  a  bona  Jlde  bidder,  he  may 
not  be  intended  by  these  parties  to  become  tibe  final  bid- 
der.  At  all  events  it  may  turn  out  that  somebody  else  will 
bid  more,— 4lien  how  is  the  security  to  be  managed  ?  Tlie 
deposit  of  the  whole  money  urill  not  secure  us  firom  the 
possibility  of  a  loss,  because  if  there  is  onepersonwfao  bids   Thepenonwho 
more.  Thorn  will  be  discharged,  and  his  deposit  can  never  op«»  *!*«  j***!* 
be  made  a  security  for  such  subsequent  bidder.    In  that  chmed  if  he  is 
case  of  fFren  v.  KirUm  the  Court  was  disposed  to  open  outbid  at  the 
the  biddings,  if  security  was  g^ven  to  answer  the  diffsrenoe  v^""!^ 
between  the  produce  of  the  resale  and  the  15,0002. :  but  it 
is  extremely  jQfficult  to  manage  the  security  unless  the 
whole  money  is  paid  into  Court,  to  remain  in  Court  as  a 
pledge  that  the  next  purchaser  shall  perform  his  contract. 

The  order  of  the  Fictf-CAanceUor,  directing  the  biddings 
to  be  opened,  was  discharged. 
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1823. 


fei^:!!7^'L\.  WTTHY  V.  COTTLE. 

Upon  a  motion  ^-|-^HiS  WHS  a  writ  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 

o/title  where  "^    agreement  to  purchase  a  life  annuity.    The  annuity 

the  performance  was  put  up  to  sale  by  public  auction  on  the  15th  of  Jnne 

of  the  contract  is  ig21 :  it  was  not  then  sold,  but  shortly  afil;prwards  the  de* 

^^^^  "P^")  fendant  aneed  1p  become  tiie  purchaser  aoeotding  to  the 

other  groundSf  *                                 » 

the  Court  will  conditions  of  the  sale  by  auctfion.  Those  conditions  pro- 
look  into  the  vided,  that  the  pvchaser  should  pay  down  a  deposit  of  20 
answer  to  see  ^^^  ^^^^^  jq  p|y^  ^f  ^^  purchase  money^  and  should  sign 

Other  grounds  '^  agreement  to  pay  the  remainder  on  or  before  the  20th 
aresnhstantialor  of  Jisfy  1821,  and  should  thereupon  have  a  proper  assign- 
frivolous,  nnjnt  of  the  annuity.    Tbe  defendant  stated  in  his  answer 

Wherethesnb-  ^-^^^Qg  ^  ^^  title,  and  fortiier  insiifted  tiiat  time  was 

ject  of  the  con-  *                                  ' 

tract  was  a  life  ^^  ^^  essence  of  the  contract^  and  that  inasmuch  as  for 

aonuity^  and  the  the  reasons  stated  in  the  answer,  the  plaintiff  did  not  shew 

d^daat  in-  ^  ^^  ^j^  marketable  title  to  the  anninty,  according  to 

was  of  tha  es-  tiieconditiona  of  sale,  before  or  on  the  2Dtk  of  Jtify  1821, 

senceoftfaecon-  or  before  the  filing  of  the  Ull,  he  was  hot  bound  to  perform 

tract,  a  motion  the  agreement. 

for  a  reference 

to  the  Master 

upon  the  title  Upmi  the  coming  in  of  the  answer,  a  ni6tion  was  made 

was  refused.  before  the  Pioe^Ciancellar  for  a  reference  to  the  Master 


ujkmtte  title;  and  it  was  contended  upon  the  authority  of 
Boehm  T.  fFoodj  (a)  that  although  the  defendant  resisted 
the  performance  of  the  agreement  upon  other  grounds 
than  mere  defect  of  titie,  tUe  Court  woidd  look  into  the 
answer  to  see  whether  the  other  objections  were  substantial 
or  frivolous.  It  was  insisted  however  by  the  defendant,  that 
as  the  case  did  not  rest  upon  the  question  of  titie  merely, 
the  Court  was  precluded  frtrni  directing  the  reference, 
Bfyih  V.  Elmhirst,    The  cases  cited  not  appearing  to  be 

(a)  I  Jac.  &  Walk.  419.       l  Yes.  &  Beam.  1. 
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recoiicileable,  his  Honour  directed  the  motkn  to  be  made 
before  the  Lford  CAanceUar. 

.  •     •  « 

Mr.  Sudgen  and  Mr.  Setoki  ioe  the  plaintiff 

Insisted,  that  by  the]  inspecticm  of  the  record  it  would 
appear,  that  time  could  not  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract ;  and  relied  upon  Boehm  v.  fFaodL 

Mr.  Mori  and  Mr.  Stuart  for  the  defendant, 

Distingwiidied  the  present  case  firom  that  of  Baekm  r. 
fFood,  inasmuch  aa  there  it  was  dear  from  the  drcmn- 
stances  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract : 
bat  that  upcm  the  sale  of  a  life  annuity,  or  a  reversionary 
interest^  delay  for  one  or  two  years  was  of  the  utmost 
impQitaiioe. 

Hie  LoRO  Crancbixor. 
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tr. 

OORIA 


The  rule  whidi  has  been  adopted  ef  late  years,..to  direct 
a  refeareaee  to  the  Master  in  the  firit  instance  iqpew  the 
qaestaon  of  titles  does  not  prevail  where  the  p^rfpnliance' 
is  resisted  OB  other  grounds:  but  when  the  Court  has  get 
theleq;thof  deddii^  that,  it  will  take  great  «are  io.look 
iato  the  answer,  for  the  purpose  cf  seeing  whether  those 
other  grounds  are  substantial  or  frivolous.  .  With  tespect 
to  time  being  made  of  the  essence  of  a  contract,  there  has 
beeh  a  great  ikiveiSBity'  of  opinion :  but  k.  has  never  beien 
denied^  that  die  property  sold  liiay  be  of  such  a  natuie^  aa     The  nsture  of. 
to  HMdce  time  of  th^  essince  of  die  oontraot^  aUfaougfa  Ae  the  property  sold 
contract  does  not  contain  one  single  wotd  about  it*    in  ™^"e88aicc*of 
that  ca«e  of  Boehm  v.  fFoody  the  Court  upon  looking  into  ^  contract 
the  answer  saw  the  circumstances  upon  which  it  was  con- 
taided  that  time  had  been  made  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, and  thought  that  that  effect  had  not  been  produced : 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  nature  of  the  property  may 
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make  a  very  material  diflEeraioe ;  great  coofflderatioQ  may 
be  due  to  droimstanoea  in  one  cas^  to  nvfaich  no  attention 
would  be  paid  in  another.  His  Lordship  concluded  by 
observing  that  he  would  look  into  the  answer. 


The  Lord  Chancbixob. 


I^(8hmm^  6. 


The  objection  which  has  been  made  to  this  motion  is, 
that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  puts  the 
matter  upon  the  qujration  of  title  merely,  but  inoats  that 
time  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  that  if  a  good 
title  can  now  be  made,  he  is  not  bound  to  take  it.  The 
question  is,  whether  that  suggestion  made  by  the  defoid* 
ant  mil  be  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  commou 
rule.  It  strikes  me  that  a  great  deal  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  the  property  sold.  If  it  be  property,  idiich  by 
delay  mil  not  be  of  the  same  value  as  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  it  firams  a  material  connderatimi.  In  the  case  for 
instance  of  a  contract  to  grant  an  annuity  for  the  life  of  an 
individual,  if  you  do  not  shew  that  you  can  grant  the 
annuity,  you  prevent  the  party  £rom  selling  or  dealingwith 
it,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  individual  for  whose  life  the 
annuity  is  to  be  granted  may  die.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
short  way  of  disposing  of  this  case  will  be,  to  set  tibe  cause 
down  upon  bill  and  answer,  and  discuss  the  point,  whedier 
the  nature  of  the  property  does  make  time  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract. 


On  a  subsequent  day  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  having 
stated,  that  the  cause  could  not  be  heard  iqKm  bill  and 
answer,  the  Lard  Chancellor  said  that  they  must  proceed 
to  a  bearing  in  the  regular  course. 
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HOWARD  V.  DUCANE,  February  7. 

BY  an  indenture,  dated  the  10th  of  June  1770,  the    A  power  of  sale 
rectory  and  tithes  of  Horsham,  together  with  other  '^^^  exchange 
hereditaments,  were  limited  to  the  uae  of  Sir  Ifumas  ^^^^  ^^  ^^ 
Broughian  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  uae  of  Lady  tlcment,  ma?  be 
Bwugktan  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  uae  (rf  all  and  exercised  by  the 
every  or  such  one  or  more  of  the  younger  i;hildren  of  Sir  t^nstoo  opoa  a 
Thomas  and  Lady  Broitghim  as  they  should  jointly  ap-  jj^^' J^J^" 
{XHnt,  and  in  defismlt  of  such  joint  appointment,  as  Sir  tenant  for  life  of 
Thomas  Broughion,  if  he  survived,  should  appoint,  and  in  the  settled 
de&ult  oS  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  such  younger  ®^^^ 
children  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  divers  ^^ cxerciseof 
remainders  over ;  and  a  power  was  given  to  Robert  Hill  such  a  power  it 
and  Charles  Qormg,  at  any  tune  during  the  lives  of  Sur  i^  declared  that 
J%omas  and  Lady  Broughion,  and  with  thdr  consent  and  u/  ^!^?^ 
direction,  to  be  testified  by  writing  under  thdr  hands  and  purchaser,  the 
seals  and  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  purchase  being 
to  sen  or  exchange  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  rectory  "^®  "**  ***® 

tiAes  and  other  hereditaments,  and  the  whole  estate  in  fee  .     . 

'  trustee,  an  ap- 

and  inheritance  therein,  and  it  was  declared  that  when  pointment  to  the 
any  part  of  the  said  premises  should  be  sold,  the  same  trustee,  in  trust 

should  thenceforth  be  freed  and  discharged  from  the  uses  -^ ^ P"''  ,. . 

^  chaser,  is  a  valid 

by  the  said  indenture  declared  thereof;   and  that  then  execution  of  the 


and  frt>m  thenceforth  the  said  indenture,  and  a  fine  therein  power, 
mentioned  to  be  intended  to  be  levied  by  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  and  Lady  Broughion,  and  aU  conveyances  and 
assurances  theretofore  made  or  executed,  or  at  any  time 
thereafter  to  be  made  or  executed,  ot  the  said  rectory 
tithes  and  other  hereditaments  riiould  be  and  enure,  as  to 
so  mudi  of  the  said  pranises  as  diould  be  so  sold,  to  the 
only  use  and  behoof  of  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof, 
and  of  his  her  and  their  heirs  respectivdy  for  ever. 
Vol.  I.  G 
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By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  23d  and 
24th  of  November  1781,  the  release  being  made  between 
the  said  Robert  Hill  and  Charles  Goring  of  the  first  part^ 
Charlotte  Wicker  of  the  second  part,  Francis  fFeller 
Foley  of  the  third  part,  the  said  Sir  TTiomas  Broughton  and 
Dame  Mary  his  wife  of  the  fourth  part,  and  Henry  Hoyk 
Oddie  of  the  fifth  part,  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that 
tiie  said  Henry  Hoyle  Oddie,  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  Sir 
Thcmas  Broughton^  had  agreed  with  the  said  Robert  Hill 
and  Charles  Goring  for  the  purchase  of  part  of  the  tithes 
belonging  to  the  said  rectory  of  Horsham :  It  was  wit- 
nessed, that  the  said  Robert  Hill  and  Charles  Goring,  m 
pursuance  and  exercise  of  the  power  in  that  behalf  reserved 
by  the  said  indenture  of  the  tenth  of  June  1770,  mth  the 
consent  and  direction  of  the  said  Sir  TTunnas  Broughton 
and  Dame  Mary  his  wife,  testified  by  that  indentmre  under 
their  hands  and  seals  and  attested  by  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, did  grant  bargain  sell  alien  release  and  confirm, 
and  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Broughton  and  Dame  Mary  his 
wife  did,  in  pursuance  of  every  power  and  authority  en- 
abling them  in  that  behalf,  grant  bargain  sell  release  ratify 
and  confirm,  unto  the  said  Henry  Hoyle  Oddie  and  his 
heirs,  the  said  tithes  so  agreed  to  be  purchased :  To  hold 
to  the  said  Henry  Hoyle  Oddie  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Broughton  and  Henry 
Hoyle  Oddie  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever :  but  never- 
thelesB  as  to  the  estate  of  the  said  Henry  Hoyle  Oddie 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir  Thomas 
Broughton  his  heirs  and  assigns. 


By  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respec- 
tively the  26th  and  27th  of  November  1781,  reciting, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Broughton, 
being  seized  in  fee  sunple  of  a  certain  manor  and  other 
hereditaments,  had  proposed  to  make  an  exchange  thereof 
with  the  said  Robert  Hill  and  Charles  Goring  for  the 
said  rectory  of  Horsham,  and  such  of  the  tithes  belon^g 
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thereto  as  were  not  conveyed  by  the  said  last  mentioned 
indenture.  The  said  Robert  Htll  and  Charles  Goring  did, 
in  exercise  of  the  powers  and  authorities  reserved  to  them 
by  the  said  indenture  of  tihie  tenth  of  June  1770,veith  the 
consent  of  the  said.  Sir  JTiomas  and  Lady  Braughton,  tes« 
tified  by  the  said  indenture  of  release  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  and  attested  by  two'  credible  witnesses,  grdnt 
bargain  sell  alien  release  and  confirm  to  the  sidd  Sir 
TJumuu  Braughton  and  his  heirs  the  said  rectory  and 
tithes:  To  hold  to  the  said  S!a  Thomas  Broughton  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  in  exchange  for  the  said  manor  and  other 
hereditaments  thereby  granted  and  released,  by  the  said 
Sir  Hhomas  Broughton^  to  the  said  Robert  HiU  and 
Charles  Goring  and  their  heirs,  to  the  uses  of  the  said 
mdentore  of  the  tenth  of  June  1770L 


1829. 


HewARo 

DVGAITB. 


A  contract  having  been  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  part 
of  the  tithes,  by  persons  who  derived  the  property  from  Sir 
nomas  Broughton,  the  purchaser'  objected  to  the  titie,  on 
the  ground  that  the  sale  to  and  the  exchange  with  Sir 
7%omas  Broughton,  were  not  valid  executions  of  the 
powers  of  sale  and  exchange  vested  in  the  trustees  by  the 
indenture  of  the  tenth  of  June  1770,  inasmuch  as  Sir  JTio- 
mas Broughton  waa  by  suoh  last  mentioned  indenture  re- 
quked  to  be  a  consenting  party  to  any  sale  or  exchange 
to  be  made  by  the  trustees  under  the  power. 

Hie  bill  was  filed  for  a  specific  performance,  and  the 
cause  was  now  brought  on  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  objection  taken  by  the  pur- 
chaser. 


Upon  the  hearing  another  objection  was  made  to  the 
titie,  tiiat  as  the  deed  creating  the  power  declared,  that 
when  any  of  the  premises  should  be  sold,  the  same  should 
be  vested  in  the  purchaser }  The  appointment  by  th^  deeds 
rf  the  23d  and  24th  of  November  1781  ought  to  have 
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been  made  to  Sir  Thonms  Broughtcny  and  the  power  was 
not  well  exercised  by  appointing  to  Oddie,  to  the  use  of 
Sir  TVunnas  Broughton. 

Mr.  Hart  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Blackburn  for  the  defendants. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether,  where  a 
power  of  sale  is  to  be  exercised  with  the  consent  of  a 
tenant  for  life,  a  Court  of  equity  wiU^odlow  the  tenant  for 
life  to  become  the  purchaser.  At  law  no  objection  can  be 
made  to  an  exercise  of  the  power  in  favour  of  the  tenant 
for  life ;  but  in  equity,  quoad  his  consent,  he  is  a  trustee : 
the  Court  will  not  allow  him  at  the  same  time  to  be  trustee 
and  cestui  que  trust.  There  has  been  no  judicial  decision 
upon  the  point :  but  in  1801,  upon  a  transaction  similar  to 
the  present  in  which  Lord  Sefton  was  concerned,  it  was 
proposed  to  pass  an  act  of  parltament  to  meet  the  difficulty, 
and  the  Judges  Sir  Archibald  Maedanald  and  Baron 
Hothamy  to  whom  the  act  was  referred,  thought  that  there 
was  no  occasion  for  it.  (a)    Your  Lordship  has  often  ex- 


(a)  Mr.  Shadwett  has  kindly 
furnished  the  Bditors  witii  a  note 
of  the  certificate  fetumed  by  the 
Judges  to  the  House  of  Lords  in 
this 


After  setting  forth  certain  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release^ 
dated  the  1 1th  and  ISth  of  Fe- 
hruary  ITQS,  by  Tirtue  of  which 
Lord  Sj^koM  was  tenant  for  life<^ 
the^estates  therein  comprised, 
and  which  contained  a  power  of 
sale  and  exchange  to  ftOUam 
Lord  Craven  and  John  Ckarle$ 
Cr owlet  and  also  certain  other 


indentures  of  lease  and  release 
dated  the  11th  and  18th  of  Ju^ 
1800,  bj  which  certain  parts  of 
the  estates  comprised  in  the 
former  indentures  were  con- 
Teyed  to  Lord  Stftan^  in  ex- 
change for  other  estates  con- 
veyed by  him  to  the  uses  of  the 
settlement;  and  after  stating  that 
Lord  Stfton  having  since  the  said 
exchange  contracted  for  sale  of 
various  parts  of  the  estates  re- 
ceived by  him  in  exchange, 
doubts  had  arisen  whether  the 
power  of  exchange  so  entrusted 
by  the  said  marriage  settlement 
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pressed  disapprobation  of  tenants  for  life  being  permitted 
to  purchase  the  getUed  estates. 

There  is  another  objection  to  the  title. — ^The  deed  de«* 
dares  that  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money  the  pro- 
perty sold  shall  be  vested  in  the  purchaser.  The  power 
can  be  executed  at  law  only  by  adhering  to  the  letter;  the 
trustees  in  this  case  had  ^ot  the  legal  estate,  they  were 
merely  donees  of  the  power  3  the  consequence  is,  that  the 
execution  of  the  power  operates  as  an  appointment  to 
Oddie  of  the  legal  estate ;  Oddie  is  an  agent  merely,  and  the 
power  therefore  is  not  well  executed  at  law« 


1823. 


Howard 
DuGAirs. 


The  Lord  Chancbllor. 

The  cases  in  which  I  have  expressed  my  disapprobatioa 
of  tenants  for  life  having  been  permitted  to  purchase  the 


mscxerciiable  by  the  said  tnisl- 
ees,  fFUlUm  Lord  Craven  and 
John  Charles  Crowle,  on  an  ex- 
change with  Lord  Sefton,  in  re- 
spect of -his  being  tenant  for  life 
of  the  settled  estates  so  mode  ex- 
changeable. 

The  certificate  proceeds  in  the 
following  words. 

We  have  perused  and  signed 
the  bill  annexed  1  and  we  think 
the  bill,  if  for  the  purpose  there- 
in expressed  any  bill  should  be 
deemed  necessary,  is  proper.  But 
we  sobmit  it  as  our  opinion  to 
your  Lordships,  that  the  doubt 
whidi  19  the  cause  of  petitioning 
for  the  bill  is  not  well  fotuied, 
iberefofe  Ikat  the  ktU  is  uone- 


And  we  submit  it  to  your 
Lordships  that  the  passing  of 
such  a  bill  may  cause  a  great 
prejudice  to  numerous  titles 
under  executions  of  powers  of 
sale  and  exchange  of  a  similar 
kind. 

Signed   S^^^^^'  Macooitald* 

CB.  HOTBAM. 

4f>ci727th  1801. 

By  a  letter  annexed  to  the 
foregoing  note  it  is  stated,  that 
the  Judges,  to  whom  this  bill 
was  referred,  having  been  struck 
with  the  importance  of  the  ques- 
tion raised  upon  the  power  of 
exchange,  delayed  signing  their 
report  till  they  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  consulting  the  othef 
Judges  upon  the  subject. 
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settled  estates^  have  been  cases  where  the  property  has 
been  sold  under  the  directions  of  this  Court ;  when  a  sale 
takes  place  in  the  Master's  office,  the  tenant  for  life  is  the 
only  person  who  knows  any  thing  about  the  value  of  the 
estate^  and  he  therefore  buys  at  a  great  advantage :  but 
there  is  a  difference  between  that  case  and  the  present; 
for  here  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  not  all  that  is 
necessary,  there  must  be  a  dHigent  attention  on  the  part  of 
the  trustees  to  see  that  they  get  a  reasonable  price.  There 
may  undoubtedly  be  cases  in  which  more  may  be  obtained 
from  the  tenant  for  life  than  from  any  other  person,  and  if 
practice  has  sanctioned  such  transactions  as  the  present^ 
I  am  sure  I  will  not  disturb  them. 


With  respect  to  the  second  point,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  such  a  po^ver  as  this  to  prevent  one  man  from 
becoming  a  purchaser  in  trust  for  another ;  and  consideiiDg 
Mr.  OddUe  as  the  purchaser,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
any  objection  to  the  execution  of  the  power,  that  the  parties 
have  thought  proper  to  put  upon  the  instrument  a  declara- 
tion of  trust  for  the  person  for  whose  benefit  he  is  a  pur- 
chaser. It  appears  to  me  to  make  no  difference,  whether 
the  purchaser  chooses  to  execute  a  declaration  of  trust  by 
the  same  instrument,  or  by  another  instrument. 

From  the  way  in  which  the  two  Judges  put  thdr 
opinion  upon  the  case  before  the  House  of  Lords  I  think 
they  must  have  proceeded  upon  the  practice  of  convey- 
ancers }  and  if  the  practice  was  in  favour  of  such  trans- 
actions  before  the  Judges  certified,  and  contmued  so  for 
fiome  time  afterwards,  I  will  not  unsettle  it  upon  any  sub- 
sequent doubts  which  may  have  been  entertained.  I  should 
have  said  originally  that  it  wo\M  not  do :  but  whatever 
other  people  may  say  upon  the  subject,  I  think  that  the 
practice  of  conveyancers  has  settled  a  great  deal  of  law, 
and  if  we  have  got  no  further  than  this,  that  the  antecedent 
practice  has  been  doubted,  I  should  be  disposed  to  abide 
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by  that  antecedent  practice.  I  put  this  case  therefore  on 
the  practice  of  conveyancers,  and  after  the  abuse  which  I 
have  heard  at  the  bar  of  the  House  of  Lords  and  elsewhere 
upon  that  subject,  I  am  not  sorry  to  have  this  opportunity 
of  stating  my  opinion  that  great  weight  should  be  given 
to  that  practice. 
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November  4» 

1883. 
FebnuoTjf  6, 7* 

r\  the  month  of  January  1814,  the  plaintiff  employed      A  solicitor  hat 
the  defendant  as  her  steward,  for  the  purpose  of  re-  ^^  i'>«"  "P^^"^  *he 
ceiving  her  rents,  and  superintending  and  managing  her  ^* .  ^  nis  clicn , 
estates.    The  defendant  continued  in  the  service  of  the  fuse  to  produce 
plaintiff  till  the  month  of  April  1822,   and  during  the  a  deed  ezecated 
period  of  his  employment  as  steward,  he  also  transacted  ^f  *^®  *^**®°*  *"* 
the  plaintiff's  pecimiary  business,  received  and  paid  money  xj^^inv    reserv- 
on  her  account,  and  acted  as  her  solicitor  and  confidential  ation  of  a  life 

agent  in  all  her  afi^s.  interest,  and  a 

power  of  revoca^ 
lion. 
The  bill  stated,  that  the  defendant  had  got  into  his  pos-      Where  a  deed 

session  all  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  plaintiff's  estates,  is  sought  to  be 

that  he  had  taken  advantage  of  the  confidence  reposed  in  *"P^ched,  the 

him,  and  had  fraudulently  and  improperly  induced  the  tilled  to  have  it 

plaintiff  to  make  a  will,  containing  a   disposition  in  his  produced,  and 

favour,  and  to  execute  a  deed,  by  which  part  of  her  estates  ^^  defendant 

were  conveyed  to  him :  that  he  retained  the  will  and  deed        .    ^.  ^ 

^  ^   ^  production  upon 

in  his  possession,  and  had  procured  from  the  plaintiff  cer-  the  ground  of 

tain  bonds  for  securing  sums  which  he  alleged  to  be  due  'i^^ 

In  a  suit  insti- 
tated  agmnst  a  solicitor,  who  had  also  acted  in  flie  capacity  of  steward,  for  an  account 
and  for  delivery  of  title  deeds,  the  Court  upon  motion  ordered  the  deeds  to  be  delivered' 
up  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  payment  into  Court  of  so  much  of  the  balance  claimed  bj  the 
■Ofwer  as  was  not  covered  by  any  security. 


$ 


Bamjob 


88  CAS£S  IN  CHANCERY. 

18^3.  to  him^  and  after  cbarging  that  at  the  time  when  the  said 
bonds  were  executed,  the  accounts  of  the  receipts  and  pay- 
ments of  the  defendant  on  account  of  the  phuntiff  had  not 
been  audited,  and  that  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  bonds 
were  not  due  from  the  phuntiff.  The  bill  prayed,  that  the 
defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff 
the  title  deeds  relating  to  her  estates;  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  the  rents  and  other  sums  of  money  received  by 
the  defendant  on  account  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  said 
will  and  deed  might  be  declared  to  have  been  impropeily 
and  fraudulently  obtained,  and  might  be  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  stated,  that  upon  the 
balance  of  his  receipts  and  payments  he  had  generally 
been  in  advance  to  the  plaintiff,  during  the  period  of  his 
employment  by  her,  and  that  he  had  on  several  occasions 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  statements  of  his  receipts  and  pay- 
ments on  her  account,  upon  the  settiement  of  which,  the 
plaintiff  had  acknowledged  the  balance  to  be  in  his  favour, 
and  had  executed  bonds  to  secure  the  amount  which  was 
found  to  be  due  from  her.  The  answer  then  set  forth  the 
bonds  executed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  upon  the 
settlement  of  accounts,— one  of  such  bonds^  dated  tiie  lltb 
of  January  1815,  secured  to  the  defendant,  in  addition  to 
the  money  alleged  to  be  due  to  bun  at  the  time  of  its  exe- 
cution on  the  balance  of  his  accounts  with  the  plaintiff^  a 
further  sum,  also  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  from  the  plain- 
tiff's late  brother,  and  with  which  it  was  stated  by  the 
answer  that  the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  be  charged. 
Another  of  such  bonds,  dated  the  21St  May  1817,  secured  to 
the  defendant  the  money  allc^ied  to  have  become  due  to  him 
since  the  settlement  of  his  last  account  with  the  plamtifi^ 
and  also  his  costs  as  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  up  to  that  time; 
and  the  other  of  such  bonds,  dated  the  Ist  of  January 
1818,  secured  to  -the  defendant  the  money  all^[ed  to  have 
become  due  to  him  since  the  settlemnet  of  his  account  with 
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tbe  plaintiff  on  the  21st  of  May  1817^  and  also  a  sum         18U. 
of  3000/.  by  way  of  gift  or  reward  for  his  services  to  the 
plaintiff  and  her  family.    The  answer  also  stated  that  the 
som  of  356/.  14s.  Id.^  or  thereabout,  had  become  due  to         %tw^ 
the  defendant  fix>m  the  plaintiff  on  the  balance  of  the  ac- 
coont  since  the  last  settlement;  and  it  further  appeared  by 
the  answer  that  the  plaintiff  had  on  the  2l8t  of  May  1817> 
executed  a  deed,  by  which  she  released  the  defendant  fironi 
all  demands  up  to  that  tim^  and  that  she  had  secured  to 
the  defendant  by  a  bond  and  promissory  note  the  payment 
of  a  som,  which  it  was  alleged  that  he  had  advanced  to 
another  person  upon  her  credit.    The  answer,  after  further 
stating  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  single  woman,  advanced  in 
years,  without  any  near  relations,  and  that  in  the  month 
of  June  1819,  bdng  desirous  to  make  a  settlement  of  her 
property,  and  bdng  undetermined  in  what  manner  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  she  consulted  the  defendant  on  the  subject,  and 
that  the  defendant  then  named  to  her  several  persons  to 
whom  she  was  most  nearly  related,  but  that  she  did  not 
approve  of  the  persons  so  named  to  her,  and  suggested  that 
she  might  as  well  give  her  property  to  the  defendant,  as  to 
any  other  person,  went  on  to  state,  that  on  the  13th  of 
August  1819,  the  plaintiff  duly  executed  certam  indentures 
of  lease  and  release,  by  one  of  which  indentures  of  release 
she  conveyed  to  the  defendant  an  estate,  called  the  Farm 
Estate,  and  certain  other  property,  in  trust  for  herself  lor 
life,  and  after  her  death,  in  trust  for  the  defendant,  with 
a  proviso  enabling  her  to  revoke  the  indenture  by  deed  <» 
wiD ;  and  by  the  other  of  which  indentures  of  release,  she 
conveyed  her  other  property  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned: 
After  xef erring  to  these  indentures  in  the  usual  manner,  the 
answer  further  stated,  that  in  consequence  of  the  plaintiff 
not  having  then  determined  to  whom  she  should  give  the 
property  comprized  in  the  second  mwtkmed  Indenture  of 
rdeaae,  the  names  were  not  inserted  in  that  indenture  at 
the  time  of  its  execution,  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  Gth 
of  December  1819,  the  plaintiff  having  ised  upon  the  per- 
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182S.  son  to  whom  she  would  giyt  the  said  last  mentioned  pro- 

v^V^       perty^  directed  the  defendant  to  get  new  deeds  drawn  for 
^^^  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  same  to  her  own  use  for  life, 

and  subject  thereto,  and  to  the  pajnnent  of  her  funeral  and- 
testamentary  expenses  debts  and  legades,  to  the  use  of  the 
person  so  fixed  upon  by  her,  and  at  the  same  time  in- 
structed the  defendant  to  have  her  will  prepared,  under 
which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  residuary  l^a- 
tee ;  and  after  stating,  that  the  sidd  last  mentioned  deeds 
and  the  said  will  were  acccnrdingly  prepared,  and  were 
executed  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  14th  of  Janumy  1820,  and 
that  the  same  were  retsuned  by  her  in  her  own  custody 
until  the  6th  of  December  1821,  when  she  delivered  them 
to  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  being  shewn  to  a  per- 
son who  was  expected  to  lend  her  money  on  being  satis- 
fied that  she  had  made  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  her 
debts  I  and  further  stating,  that  all  the  said  deeds  and  the 
said  will  were  conformable  to  the  instructions  of  the  pliun*'^ 
tafi^  and  to  her  wishes  with  regard  to  the  disposition  of  her 
prc^rty  after  her  death,  and  that  they  were  read  over  and 
explained  to  the  plaintiff  previous  to  the  execution  thereof; 
the  defendant  stated,  that  he  had  for  forty  years  been 
employed  by  the  plaintiff  and  by  other  members  of  her 
funily,  and  that  he  had  on  several  occasions  ^rendered  to 
them  many  important  services ;  and  after  admitting  that 
he  was  in  the  possession  of  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
said  several  deeds,  and  of  a  great  number  of  other  deeds 
and  writings  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  had 
got  the  same  into  his  possession  in  the  course  of  exercising 
the  office  of  steward  for  the  plaintiff,  and  otherwise  acting 
as  her  agent,  the  defendant  submitted,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  lien  on  the  same,  for  securing  the  payment  of  what 
was  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  ought  not 
to  be  called  upon  to  part  with  the  possession  thereof  ti& 
such  payment  veas  made* 

A  motion  was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant 
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might  forthwith  produce  and  leave  in  the  hands  of  his         18S^< 

derk  in  Court  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  the  several 

deeds  stated  to  have  been  executed  on  the  13th  of  August 

1819,  and  the  14th  of  January  1890,  together  with  the         Sraik 

will  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  deeds  belonging  to  her^ 

which  were  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  in  his  pos- 

sesttfm. 

Mr.  Harty  Mr.  Shadwett,  and  Mr.  Swanstan,  in  support 
of  the  motion 

Contended,  that  the  lien  of  the  defendant  could  not  be 
affected  by  the  production  required,  and  that  the  acceptance 
of  securities  superseded  the  lien,  Cowell  v.  Simps6n.  (a) 
Thai  the  deeds  were  by  reference  iucorporated  into  the 
answer,  and  that  where  it  is  the  objectof  a  smt  to  impeach 
a  deed,  the  defendant  cannot  refuse  to  produce  it,  Beck- 
ford  y.  Wildnum.  (b) 

Mr.  HeaU  and  Mr.  Bickersteth  tot  the  defendant 

Consented  to  the  production  of  the  will,  and  of  the  deeds 
stated  in  the  answer  to  have  been  executed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  August  1819  and  Jamuay  1820:  but  resisted  the  pro-* 
duction  of  the  other  deeds,  on  the  ground  that  the  balance 
which  had  become  due  to  the  defendant  since  the  last 
settlement  of  accounts  was  not  covered  by  any  security, 
and  that  he  had  therefove  a  lien  in  respect  of  it. 

The  Lord  Chancbllob. 

It  is  no  uncommon  thing  to  reflect  upon  persons  who 
have  framed  deeds  and  wills  in  their  own  &vour,  but 
although  it  seems  to  me  that  the  framing  of  such  instru- 
ments is  a  transaction  in  which  gentlemen  ought  not  to 

(s)  10  Yes.  975.  (»)  IM,  488. 
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WiSi         employ  themselves,  I  by  no  means  concur  in  the  opinion  of 

^^^^*^^       Mr.  Justice  JBuUer,  who  in  a  case  ficom  fTinehester  con- 

'sidered  that  circumstance  as  ahnost  dedsive  evidence  of 

Sryaok        fraud,  (a) .  The  nature  of  the  transaction  depends  upon  the 

circumstances  of  the  case,  and  dearly  admits  of  explana- 

Where  a  dient  tion.    Where  a  person  executes  a  deed  in  &your  of  her 

executes  a  deed    gQij^jj^Q-  ^nd  reserves  to  herself  a  life  interest  and  a  pow^ 

m  favour  of  a  ... 

solicitor  reserv-  ^^  revocation,  it  is  quite  impossible  for  the  solicitor  to  re- 

ing  a  life  interest  fiise  to  produce  the  deed;  it  is  his  duty  to  leave  a  counter- 
andapowerofre-  p^^  q{  jj^  Jjj  ^^  hands  of  his  client.     In  such  a  case  no 

dutv  of  the  so-  *^^^®^*  *^^^  ^  required,  and  I  will  not  establish  such  a 
licitor  to  leave  a  doctrine  as  that  consent  is  necessary ;  so  with  respect  to  a 
coonterpart  of     will,  an  instrument  which  may  be  altered  even  in  articido 

mortis,  and  on  which  a  sdidtor  can  have  no  lien,  (i) 


the  deed  in  the 
hands  of  the 
dient. 


Notwithstanding  the  Court  tt  King's  Bench  has  ex- 
pressed a  doiribt,  whether  my  dedsion  was  right  in  the  case 
Solicitor's  lien  of  Cawell  v.  SimpsoUy  I  still  entertdn  the  opinion,  that  an 
is  superseded  by  attorney  who  takes  a  security  abandons  his  lien.    That 
talungasecantj.  ^^^^^,^5  however  will  not  apply  to.  sun^  which  are  not 

covered  by  the  security,  and  as  to  those  sums  therefore  the 
lien  muat .  be  considered  to  ^  rcfmaiki.  Thene  is  a  peculiar 
circumstance  in  tibis  case  which  was  advertffd  to  in  aicgu- 
ment,  that  some  of  the  deeds  were  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant  fov  the  purpose  of  shewing  to  scHue  perBon  that  the 
plaintiff  had  made  a  provision  for  her  debts ;  now  although 
where  deeds  are  ddivered  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
suit,  the  general  lien  must  prevail,  yet  *vrhere  th^are 
delivered  for  a  specific  purpose,  beyond  that  purpose  there 
can  be  no  lien.  Where  a  deed  Jbs  sou^t  to  be  impeached, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  it  produced,  and  no  lien  can 
piloted  the  def^idant  from  jfrgdudkig  it,  for  it  is  4he  object 
of  the  soitrlhat  the  deed  nay  be  dedared  a  nuUiiy.  A  con- 
siderable qnestion  hounever  may  arise  at  «4iat  paiod  of  the 
cause*  the  production  capi  be  comi 


(a)  FsUis  y.HSii,  18  Vtff,  475.       (»)  Geitrgm  Y.  Geotgm,  18  Yes.  1294. 
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The  order  was  made  for  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  per-  182S; 

sonally^  or  to  her  clerk  in  Court,  at  the  option  of  the 
defendant,  of  the  plidntiff 'a  will,  and  of  the  deeds  executed  ^^ 

in  August  1819,  and  Januarif  1820,  with  liberty  to  the  Sykks. 

phdntifF  to  mention  the  motion  agsdn  as  to  the  other  deeds 
on  the  question  of  lien. 


A  motion  wad  now  made  by  the  plaintiff,  that  she  might  February  7* 
be  at  liberty  to  pay  into  Court  the  sum  of  356^.  14$.  \d. 
the  balance  alleged  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer  to 
be  due  from  her,  over  and  beyond  the  sums  secured  by 
the  bonds  in  the  answer  mentioned,  and  that  upon  such 
payment  bdng  made,  the  defendant  might  be  ordered 
within  ten  days  to  deliver  upon  oath  to  the  plaintiff,  or  such 
peiBon  as  she  should  appoint,  all  the  titie  deeds.  Court 
rolls,  monuments,  maps,  plans,  letters,  accounts,  papers, 
and  writings,  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
belonging  to.  tiie  plaintifi^  in  the  custody  or  power  of  tiie 
defendant. 

After  the  notice  of  motion  was  ^ven,  the  defendant 
delivered  a  fivther  bill  of  costs  as  the  solidtor  of  the  plaih* 
tifl^  amounting  to  the  sum  of  1260;. 

Mr.  JSbrr,  Mr.  SkadweU^  and  Mr.  Swansion  bi'  the 
motioii. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  in  Cowell  y.  Sbr^on  was 
doubted  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bendi  in  Stevenson  v. 
Blakelock :  (a)  but  in  a  subsequent  case  of  ChasB  ▼•  fFest- 
more  {b)  your  Lordship's  dedsion  was  acquiesced  in. 
Since  the  notice  of  mqtiod  waii  ^ven  the  defendant  has 
advanced  a  further  claim :  but  he  is  bound  by  Ins  answer, 
and  canaot  now  be  permitted  to  avail  bimsdf  of  tiiat  chduL 


(«)  1  Maul,  and  Mw.  531^.         (»)  6  Maul,  sad  Sdw.  180. 
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189S.  Admittiiig  however  that  he  can  bring  forward  the  claim,  he 
has  no  lien  upon  the  deeds :  he  obtained  possession  of  them 
in  the  character  of  steward,  and  he  can  have  no  lien  upon 

Sykis.  them  for  what  is  due  to  him  in  any  other  character,  Cham- 
pemown  v.  ScotL  (a) 

Mr.  Skald  and  Mr.  Bickersteth  against  the  motion. 

The  Lord  Chancblu>b  made  the  order. 

(a)  6  Madd.  Rep.  93. 


Febnuatp  18.  VERLANDER  v.  CODD. 

Wheretheplaiii-  "TN  this  case  the  defendant  having  put  in  his  answer, 
ifaif  S?™^  "**  ^^  *^^^  proceedmgs  havmg  been  taken  by  the 
dismiflsft  bill  for  phdntifl^  an  order  was  obtained  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want 
wantofprosecu-  of  prosecution.  In  the  six  clerks'  certificate  produced  to 
tion,  m  conso-  ^  registrar,  the  plaintiff,  whose  real  name  was  Jacob 
OTOTbt^thTsiz  '^^^^''^^  Ferlander,  was  misnamed  Daniel  Verlanderj 
derks*  certiii-  and  in  consequence  of  that  mistake,  the  order  to  dismiss 
ttle,  a  nplica-  the  bin  was  drawn  up  and  served  in  the  name  of  Daniel 
SliS^flSr  '^'^»'»*^'  ***'^  service  of  the  order  the  plamtiff  filed  a 
order  will  not  be  replication.  A  motion  that  the  replication  might  be  taken 
irregalar.  off  the  file  for  irregularity,  having  been  made  before  the 

^""^*  Fiee^Chancellar  and  refused,  (a)  the  same  motion  was 

now  made  before  the  Lard  Chancellor. 

Mr.Home  and  Mr.£%A,  in  support  of  the  motion 

Contended,  that  as  the  order  operated  firom  the  time  it 

(a)  1  Sin.  and  Slew.  94. 
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was  pronounced^  no  subsequent  clerical  error  in  drawing  it  ISiS, 

up  could  destroy  its  effect,  Lorimer  v.  L&nmer.  (a)  v^V-w/ 

VjBRIAHOXa 

Mr.  Wak^ld  against  the  motion  Cods. 

Insisted  that  slight  errors  of  this  kind  were  sufficient  to  • 

vitiate  proceedings^  and  referred  to  the  cases  oi  Bingham 
V.   Dickie^  (6)    JEx .  parte   Ward,  (c)     Ex  parte  Scho' 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  misnomers  in  the  cases  referred  to  were  of  very 
serious  consequence.    In  the  first,  which  was  an  error  in 
the  description  of  pldntifiGs  in  a  bail-piece,  the  bail-bond 
was  put  in  force  against  the  bail;  and  with  respect  to  the 
other  two  cases,  which  are  cases  in  bankruptcy,  it  must  be 
remembered  that  the  bankrupt,  not  having  surrendered 
himself,  wo\ild  have  been,  guilty  of  felony  without  benefit 
of  clergy,  (e)     In  this  case  there  is  no  room  for  any  argu- 
ment, as  there  might  be  in  the  case  of  bankruptcy,  firom 
what  would  have  been  the  effect  if  subsequent  proceedings 
had  been  had.    If  a  bankrupt,  notwithstanding  the  mis- 
nomer, has  submitted  to  the  commission,  he  could  not  in  ~ 
any  subsequent  proceeding  be  allowed  to  dispute  it :  but 
here  the  very  act  of  filmg  the  replication  is  an  act  of  non- 
submission  ;  the  cases  cited  therefore  are  not  similar  to  the 
present,  and  we  must  see  how  this  motion  stands  upon 
prindple.    According  to  the  old  practice,  upon  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  it  was  necessary 
to  bring  into  Court  the  certificate  of  the  six  clerk;  and  I 
take  it  to  be  quite  clear,  that  if  the  six  clerk's  certificate 
was  prodooed  in  a  cause  in  which  Daniel  Ferkmder  was 

(a)  1  Jae.  and  Walk.  Wl.  (d)  2  Rose  t4S. 

(ft)  5  "nuint  814.  {e)  Stat  6  Geo.  IL  c  80.  9.  1 

Ic)  iRose  814.  and  S. 
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plaintiff,  upon  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  bill  \diere  the  plain** 
tiff's  name  was  Jacob  Alexander  Ferlander,  the  Couft 
would  not  have  granted  the  order  :  if  then  the  Court  ac- 
cording to  the  modern  practice  so  far  indulges  the  party, 
as  to  ^ve  him  credit  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  certifi- 
cate, and  makes  the  order  operative  from  the  time  of  pro- 
nouncing it,  leaving  the  party  to  produce  the  certificate  to 
the  registrar,  the  question  is,  whether  the, party  does  not 
stand  in  the  same  situation,  if  he  takes  the  certificate  full  of 
mistakes,  as  he  would  have  done,  if  according  to  the  old 
practice  he  had  had  the  certificate  in  Court  to  produce  at 
the  time  when  the  motion  was  made.  I  cannot  help  saying 
that  there  is  more  reason  in  the  refusal  of  the  Fice- 
Chancellor  than  I  was  at  first  disposed  to  think. 

Upon  this  intimation  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  opinion, 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  did  not  press  the  motion 
farther,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  replication  should  stand, 
each  party  paying  his  own  costs. 


JiMMiySSf 

Fa.  6,11,80. 


PANNELL  V.  TAYLER. 


A  writ  of  iM  p^HE  biil  in  this  cause  was  filed  by  three  of  the  chikl- 
eseot  regM  JL  ren  of  John  Herhck,  who  died  inteiltate,  against  his 
comt  Jdminis-  ^'^'^'^  surviving  children,  and  his  widow  and  her  second 
tratriz  cannot  be  husband.     The  bill  stated^  that  the  intestate  died  on 

tlie  1st  of  Ikeember  1806,  leaving  his  widow  and  aiBe 
dhfldren;  that  the  widow  obtained  letters  of  adminis- 
tration of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  intestate, 
and  afterwaids  intennarried  with  the  defiendant  Thomas 
Taylor  $  and  that  previously  to,  or  diortly  after  her  mar- 
riage, she  ascertained  the  dear  residue  of  the  intestate's 
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personal  estate,  and  having  retained  one-third  part  therecrf 
for  her  own  use,  apportioned  the  remaining  two-third  parts 
into  nine  equal  shares,  each  of  which  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  300/.  &.  lOd. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  several  of  the  children  of  the 
intestate  had  been  paid  their  respective  shares,  but  that 
the  other  shares,  including  what  was  due  to  the  plainti£b, 
and  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  1500/.  19f.  2i/» 
still  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Thomas  Tayler  and 
Jane  his  wife ;  And  after  further  stating,  that  by  the  death 
of  one  of  the  children  whose  share  was  unpaid,  the  said 
Jant  Tojfler  had  become  entitled  to  her  distributive  share 
of  that  part  of  the  l&OO/.  19^«  2id,  which  belonged  to  the 
child  so  dying,  and  that  the  said  Thomtis  Tayler  was  gone 
to  reside  abroad,  and  the  said  Jane  Tayler  was  about  to 
leave  the  country;  the  bill  prayed,  that  the  sums  ascer- 
tained to  be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  might  be  paid  to  them,  or 
that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken  of  the  personal 
estate  and  effects  of  the  intestate,  and  that  the  writ  of  ne 
exeat  regno  might  issue  to  restrain  the  said  Jane  Tayler 
from  departing  from  or  leaving  England.  The  facts 
stated  in  the  bill  were  verified  by  affidavits  filed  with  it« 

Mr.  Barber  moved  for  the  writ  in  the  Lord  Chancellor* e 
private  room ;  and  after  several  applications,  his  Lordship, 
having  been  referred  to  the  cases  of  Moore  v.  Meynell  (a) 
and  Jemegan  v.  Glasse,  {b)  considered  himself  boimd  by 
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Fanvbll 

V. 
TAYLSa. 


(«)  1  Dick.  30. 

(*)  1  Dick.  107.  8  Atk.  409. 
Ambl.  62.  See  the  extract 
from  the  Register  which  b  sub- 
Joiaed. 

84tb  Jmntary  1746. 

FremcU  Jemegan  and  Others, 

Piaintiffik 

Vou  L 


Edward  Jihe  Perkim,  Richard 
Aeten^  Alexander  Gtatee^ 
and  Franeee  his  wife, 

Defendants. 
Upon  opening  of  the  matter 
this  present  day  unto  the  Right 
Honourable  the  Lord  HighChan« 
cellor  of  Greai  Britain^  by  Mr. 
Jfewman,  being  of  counsel  with 

H 


98 


t!ASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


pAirifBLL 
TAYI.CB. 


authority,  and  directed  the  writ  to  issue,  and  to  be  marked 
ui  the  sum  of  1500/.  19«.  2d. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Tayler, 
who  had  not  entered  an  appearance,  to  discharge  the 
writ. 


the  plaintiffs,  it  wms  alleged,  that 
the  defendant  France*  GUwe^ 
now  the  wife  of  the  defendant 
Alexander  Glai9e^  and  late  the 
widow  and  executrix  of  Henry 
Jemegan  the  plaintiff's  father 
deceased,  hath  possessed  herself 
of  all  the  goods  and  effects 
of  the  said  Henry  Jemegan^ 
and  hath  withdrawn  herself  from 
her  late  habitation^  without 
giving  any  account  of  her  said 
late  hnsband*s  effects,  or  paying 
the  plaintiffs  what  is  due  to  them 
for  fheir  portions  and  inainte- 
nanceSi  That  the  said  ^l^xamfer 
GHaeee  is  now  actually  gone  be- 
yond the  seas  with  some  part  of 

» -        '  .  *  

the  effects  late  of  the  said  Henry 
Jemegan  deceased,  and  the 
said  defendant  France*  his  wife, 
hath  threatened  and  given  out, 
that  she  will  speedily  leave  the 
kingdom  and  go  beyond  the  seas 
to  her  said  husband,  whereby  the 
plaintiffs  will  either  lose  their 
several  debts,  or  the  same  will  be 
▼ery  much  endangered,  and  it 
will  be  diflBcult  for  them  to  re- 
cover their  demands ;  that  there 
is  now  justly  due  to  the  plaintiff 
NickeUu  Jemegan^  from  the  es- 
tate of  his  said  father  deceased, 
the  sum  of  634/.  18«.,  and  to  the 
other  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  Wool. 


iMidupwards^BS 
NichoUe   compotes  the 
That  the  said  defendant  Franee$ 
Giaue,  did  some  time  in  Sepiem- 
her  last  declare,  in  the  said  plain- 
tiff Niehola$  Jemegan^s  presence, 
that  the  said  plaintiff  AielMk*, 
and  the  redt  of  the  creditors  of 
the  said   Henry  Jemegan   de> 
ceased,  might  make  themselves 
very   easy,   for   that    the  said 
Henry  Jemegan  had  lefl  effects 
sufficient  to  pay  all  his  debts ; 
as  by  the  affidavit  of  the  said 
plaintiff  AVdhelss  Jemegan  now 
produced  and  read  appears  ;  to 
be  relieved  wherein  the  plaintifl& 
have  exhibited  their  bill  in  this 
Court  against  the  defendants,  as 
by  the   six   clerk's   certificate, 
dated  the  17th  instant,  appears. 
It  was  therefore  prayed,  that  a 
writ  of  ne  exeai  regno  may  be 
awarded  against  the  said  defend- 
ant  France*  GiauCt   until   she 
shall   have  fully  answered  the 
plaintiff's  bill,  and  this  Court 
make  other  order  to  the  con- 
trary, which  is  ordered  accord- 
ingly ;  and  the  said  writ  is  to  be 
marked  in  the  sum  of  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  pounds  in 
words  at   length,  and    not  in 
figures.     [Bc^.  lib.    A.   174«. 
fol.  155.] 
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Mr.  Agar   an^   Mr.  Duckworth   in  support  ot  the  18U. 

motion.  ^«^^r^/ 

The  drcumstances  of  the  cases  upon  the  authority  of        Tayli*. 
which  this  writ  has  been  issued  are  peculiar.   In  Jemegan  •^^•SStlu 
y.  Glaue,  Lord  Hardwicke  acted  upon  the  precedent  of 
Moore  v.  MeyneU :  but  that  latter  case  proceeded  upon  the 
principle,  that  the  feme  cc^ert  administratrix  had  acted  as 
a  feme  sole  by  appearing  to  the  suit,  her  hudmnd  being 
out  of  the  jurisdiction*    It  is  an  established  principle  that 
the  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  cannot,  be  granted  in  cases, 
where,  if  the  demand  was  a  legal  demand,  the  party  could 
not  be  held  to  bail  at  law«    If  an  action  could  have  been 
maintained  in  this  case,  it  is  dear  that  the  feme  covert 
could  not  have  been  held  to  baiL    Another  objection  is^ 
that  this  writ  is  marked  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  to  part  of  which 
she  is  herself  entitied.    If  the  plmnti£b  could  have  pro* 
ceeded  at  law,  they  could  have  sued  only  for  their  respec- 
tive shares,  they  cannot  hold  the  defendant  to  equitable 
bail  beyond  that  amount.    After  the  writ  has  passed  the 
great  seal,  the  Court  cannot  vary  it ;  the  indorsement  there* 
fore  being  wrcHig,  the  writ  must  be  quashed. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber  for  the  plaintifiGs. 

Upon  the  first  point,  that  -the  writ  may  issue  against  a 
feme  covert  executrix,  the  authorities  are  uniformly  in 
cur  fevour;  and  in  Jemegan  v.  Oiasse  the  defendant 
had  not  appeared*  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a 
fSeme  covert  may  be  taken  up  upon  the  process  of  the 
Court ;  Dubois  v.  Hole,  (a)  Tbe  Court  cannot  preserve 
tlie  property  of  the  plaintiflb  without  securing  the  whole 
amount  of  the  personal  estate ;  for  if  the  shares  of  tiie 
plaintiflii  only  are  brought  into  Court,  the  other  parties 

(«)  S  Tern.  619.  and  see  tlw  cases  cited  in  the  aots* 

H2 
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1 8^.         interested  in  the  estate  will  be  entitled  to  a  proportion  of 
^^^^       the  fimd. 

r. 

Tatlir.  The  Lord  Chancsllor. 

Where  a  writ       Where  the  writ  issues  for  a  larger  sum  than  is  really  due, 

of  neejteat  regno  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Court  will  make  an  order,  that 

u»  ora  argcr  ^  m^ch  only  shall  be  raised  as  is  really  due,  without  quash- 
•umtban  is  due,  ^  ... 

the  Court  will      ^S  ^^  writ,  and  that  too  where  the  motion  is  in  terms 

make  aa  order    to  quash  it :  but  here  if  the  writ  can  be  supported  at  all, 

that  80  mach      j^  must  be  indorsed  for  the  whole  amount  of  what  is  due, 

«i!id*M  l^ue,  "^^^  ^y  ^  ^"^  plaintife,  but  to  other  persons ;  for  if  one 
without  quash-  of  several  legatees,  being  entitled  to  100/.,  gets  that  100/. 
log  the  writ  into  Coiui^,  he  cannot  get  it  out  again  whilst  the  other 
Where  the  writ  legatees  remain  unsatisfied,  because  he  sues  on  behalf  of 
executor  at  the  ^^^elf  and  all  the  other  legatees,  and  is  only  entitled  to  a 
inskuice  of  a  le-  proportion  of  the  sum  deposited.  There  was  this  difference 
fatee,  it  must  he  between  law  and  equity,  so  long  as  the  practice  of  bringing 

mar        or    e    g^^^^g  |^^  j^^  fo^  legacies  existed,  that  a  legatee  if  he  re- 
whole  amountof  ,        «        1  \       ^  i.  • . 
what  is  due,  not  covered  at  all  at  law,  recovered  the  whole  amount  of  his 

only  to  the  plain-  legacy:  but  in  equity  he  is  entitied  to  a  proportion  only 

tiff,  hut  to  other  lai  all  the  legacies  are  satisfied, 
persons. 

Feme  covert  '^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  stands  with  regard  to  coverture,  diifers 
holding  herself  materially  from  the  old  law.  The  modern  practice  is,  that  if 
out  in  the  cha-     ^  fgjjjg  covert  holds  herself  out  to  the  world  in  the  cha- 

sole  mav  he  ar-  **cte^  ®f  ^  feme  sole,  she  may  be  arrested ;  and  the  Courts 
rested,andcourts  of  law  will  not  discharge  her  upon  motion,  but  will  put  her 
«f  law  will  not     tQ  her  plea  of  coverture,  and  to  proof  of  that  plea.    But 

*'^.  the  old  law  seems  to  have  considered  it  impossible  that  she 

«poD  motion.  ^ 

•should  separate  herself  from  her  husband,  unless  he  ab- 
jured the  realm  or  was  transported.  Mr.  Justice  BulUr 
indeed  held,  that  there  might  be  cases  in  which  a  married 
^woman  might  be  treated  as  a  feme  sole  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  and  that  was  held  to  be  law  for  twenty  years: 
but  when  it  came  into  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  it  was 
overruled.    I  contributed  to  make  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  alter 
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his  mind  on  this  point,  by  asking  him  what  he  meant  by 
the  expression  '^  to  all  intents  and  purposes."  Could  a 
married  woman  be  a  witness  against  her  husband  ?  In 
cases  of  felony  jointly  committed  by  her  and  her  hus- 
band, could  she  be  treated  as  a  feme  sole  ?  Then  as  to  a 
deed  of  separation  having  the  effect  of  making  her  liable  as 
a  feme  sole, — ^where  was  it  l^d  down  that  a  feme  covert 
<x>uld  execute  a  deed  ? 
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PAMNBVb 


I  cannot  think  that  Lord  Cowper,  Lord  Macclesfield^  ir. 
great  common  lawyer,  and  Lord  Hardmcke  a  t»till  greater 
common  lawyer,  would  have  granted  this  writ  agiunst  a 
feme  covert  executrix,  without  being  satisfied  with  the 
principle  upon  which  it  was  granted.  What  that  principle 
was,  I  cannot  find  out :  but  they  might  see  analogies  which 
I  am  unable  to  discover.  It  is  clear  that  in  one  of  the 
cases  the  party  had  not  appeared. 

The  LoRD^  Changjbllob. 

In  that  case  of  Moore  v.  Meynell  it  seems  as  if  the  bus-  Fekrtuvjf  & 
band  appeared  at  the  hearing ;  and  instead  of  the  decree 
being  against  him  and  his  wife,  as  a  judgment  at  law 
would  hafve  been>it  is  against  him  alone.  And  she  goes  free. 
Could  the  Court  have  made  that  decree  if  th^  husband  had 
not  appeared  ?    This  case  must  be  aq^ed.again.^ 


The  motion  now  came  on  for  further  argument. 


^eftmsfy  IW 


Mr.  ^gttr   and  Mr.  Duckworth   in   support  of   the 
motion.  . 


It  appears  by  the  decree  in  Moore  v.  Meynell  that  that 
case  has  very  little  analogy  to  the  present ;  the  feme  covert 
there  had  large  separate  property  5  she  had  executed  bonda^.. 
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PANirVLL 

V. 

Tatlie. 


and  it  seems  to  have  been  contended,  that  she  had  rendered 
her  separate  estate  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  debt.  If  the 
Conrt  maintdns  the  writ  against  this  feme  covert^ — what 
decree  can  be  made  at  the  hearing  ?  The  decree  must  be 
against  the  hudirand^  and  he  is  not  before  die  Court 
Where  husband  and  wife  are  arrested  at  law  upon  mesne 
process,  the  husband  must  put  in  bdl  for  both;  and  the 
wife  when  arrested  without  her  husband  is  entitled  to  be 
discharged  upon  putting  in  common  bail*  Edwards  y. 
Raurke  and  Wifey  (o)  Crookes  v.  Fry  zsA  Wife,  (ft)  Wil- 
son and  Serres.  (c)  It  is  now  the  practice  to  discharge  the 
wife  when  taken  in  execution  as  well  as  on  mesne  pro- 
cess, (d)  so  that  there  is  no  case  in  which  a  feme  covert 
can  at  common  law  be  kept  in  custody.  If  upon  a  legal 
demand  the  Courts  of  law  will  not  permit  a  feme  covert  to 
be  arrested,  courts  of  equity  will  not  upon  an  equitable 
demand  exercise  this  prerogative  writ  against  her. 


Mr.  Hart  and  Mr»  Barber  for  the  pkintifik. 

There  may  be  some  difficulty  in  discovering  the  prin^ 
ciple  upc»i  which  this  writ  issues  against  a  feme  cov^ : 
but  the  practice  has  continued  £»  a  centmy,  and  the  ipxes* 
tion  is  set  at  rest  by  the  authorities.  The  writ  has  re» 
gulariy  issued ;  and  the  defendant,  before  she  applies  to  be 
dischaiged,  must  shew  that  she  is  willing  to  satisfy  wfaat^^ 
ever  the  justice  of  the  case  requires.  The  Court  can 
do  no  act  in  her  fevour  till  she  has  put  in  her  answer; 
the  discovery  furnished  by  the  answer  may  pave  the  way 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  may  enable  us  to 
render  the  property  of  the  husband  amenable.  The  case 
of  Moore  v.  MeyneU  is  precisely  in  point. 


(a)  1  T.  B.  486. 
^)  1  B.  &  A.  16ft. 
(c)  8  Tknnt  Rep.  SOT. 


(lO  tidd*s  Pract  7th  editioo^ 
8tH>,  1048. 
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ThsLOED  CHANtfftlXOB.  IS3S. 


The  strong  inclination  of  my  opinion  now  is,  that  I  can-  ^ 

not  maintain  this  writ.  No  instance  has  been  produced  to  Tatlim. 
me  of  such  a  writ  having  been  granted  since  the  year  1746, 
a  period  of  neariy  eighty  years ;  and  in  that  case  in 
AmUer,  (a)  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to  have  been  quite  as 
much  startled  as  I  was,  when  this  i^licatioa  was  first 
made  to  me. 

It  has  always  been  understood,  that  a  court  of  eqiuty  i»      In  cases  of  w 
cases  of  ne  exeat  regno  proceeds  in  some  respects  by  ***«*•!«»*•»• 
analogy  to  the  proceedings  at  law  in  cases  of  legal  bail,  proceeds  W 
There  is  no  case  in  which  you  can  hold  a  party  to  bail  in  analogy  to  tiio 
eqmty,  where  you  m^ht  hdid  him  to  bail  at  law,  except  on  procoediogs  at 
the  balance  of  an  account :  {b)  but  in  other  cases  the  gene-  i«mM|?i^ 
ral  rule  is,  that  in  an  equitable  case  you  cannot  hold  a 
party  to  equitable  bail,  where  in  a  legal  case  you  could  not 
compd  him  to  give  eflfectual  Iq^al  bail. ,  I  leare  now  out  of 
my  consideration  all  the  cases  in  which  a  married  woman 
has  separate  property,  because  in  those  cases  the  Court 
knows  how  to  deal  with  her.    But  where  she  is  merely 
administratrix,  it  is  clear  that  she  has  no  power  to  act 
without  her  husband. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able  to-  JMruer^  Mi 
give  this  case,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  had  I 
been  ap^ixed  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case  of  Moore 
V.  Mejfnell  I  should  not  have  granted  this  writ,  and  that 
the  writ  must  th^*efore  be  discharged.  There  may  be  a 
very  great  difference  between  the  case  of  a  married  woman, 
who  has  separate  property,  and  the  case  of  a  married  wo- 
man who  is  administratrix,  and  as  administratrix  can  have 
no  separate  property  at  alL 

(a)  Jem^en,  v.  GUa$ey  ante        (d)  See  FUek  v.  Heimtt  I  Jac» 
97,  98.  and  W«  405. 
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LEWIS  V.  LEWELLYN. 

Before  Beat,  Justice,  and  Masters  Courtney  and  Dowdo' 

'^*"*         well,  for  the  Master  e/  the  BoUs. 
Fthnurg  80. 

A  testatorhaT-    1  BY  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  third  of  Januofp 
ing  a  power  of     J>  1 809,  and  made  previous  to  the  marriage  of  Morgan 

Appol  u  tniciit 

oTcrcerlainfree-  J^^^^fy^  and  Margaret  JfilliamSy  certain  freehold  and 

hold  aod  copy-  copyhold  estates  were  limited^  to  the  use  of  the  ssud  Mor^ 
hold  estates,  and  ^^^j  Lmoellyn  for  life,  >rith  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
SfoSlld^  said  Margaret  miUams,  afterwards  Margaret  Leivellyn, 
estates,  devises  ^^^  ^^i  vA^  remainder  to  the  use  of  such  person  or  per- 
all  his  freehold     Bons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  and  for  such  trusts 

^nd  copyhold       intents  and  purposes,  and  charged  and  chargeable  in  suck 

^stales,  without  i  « 

referenco  to  the    ^^^^^^r  and  form,  as  the  said  Morgan  LewellyUy  by  any 

powers  Held  «d  deed  6r  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments  in  writing,  with 

execution  of  the  qj.  ^thout  power  of  revocation,  to  be  sealed  and  delivered 

vholdest  tes  ^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more 
but  not  as  to  the  credible  witnesses,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
freehold  estates  writing,  or  any  writing  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  or  any 
<L.1^#J^!I^^*°2!"  codicil  or  codicils,  to  be  by  him  signed  sealed  and  pub- 
lished in  the  presence  of  and  to  be  attested  by  three  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  should  direct  limit  or  appoint; 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  uses  therein  men- 
tioned. 

The  sdd  Morgan  Lewelfyn  by  his  vHU,  dated  the  2d  of 
February  1814,  duly  executed  and  attested  so  as  to  pass 
freehold  estates,  directed  that  all  his  just  debts,  as  well  by 
specialty  as  by  simple  contract,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  should  be  paid  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be 
after  his  decease,  and  charged  all  his  freehold  copyhold 
and  l^a^ehold  estates  thereinafter  mentioned  with  the  pa^. 


^ecti^th^pow^o 
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ment  thereof;  and  subject  thereto,  he  devised  and  be-' 
queathed  aU  his  real  and  perscmal  estates  to  his  brother 
Charles  Lewellyn,  one  of  the  defendants,  his  heirs  exe- 
cutors administrators  and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature 
of  the  property  respectively,  and  appointed  the  said  Charles 
Lavelfyn  sole  executor  of  his  will. 


10ft 


I8S3. 


Lewis 

LlWSIAYJI. 


The  testator  had  no  other  copyhold  estates  except  those 
which  were  comprized  in  the  settlement,  but  he  had  other 
freehold  estates. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  bill  was  filed  by  his 
creditors,  praying  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken. 
of  the  personal  estate,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  will  operated  as  an  appointment  of  the  freehold  and. 
copyhold  estates  cpmprized  in  the  indenture  of  settlement;, 
^d  t^at  the  whole,  or  a  sufficient  part  thereof,  might  be^ 
sold  to  pay  the  testator's  debts  in  aid  of  his  personal^^ 
estate. 

The  ddendftnt  Min-gmn^Zfewelfyn,  who  claimed  through 
the  person  entitled  under  the  settlement  in  de&ult.oT 
appointment,  by  his  answer  claimed  such  interest  in  the 
settled  estates,  as  the  Court  might  consider  him  en*, 
titled  to. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Bickersteth  for  the  plaintiffik 


We  admit  that  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  free-s 
hold  estates :  but  the  testator  not  having  had  any  other 
copyhold  estates  than  those  comprized  in  the  settlement^ 
the  words  of  the  will  must  as  to  tne  copyhold  estates  be 
considered  as  an  execution  of  the  power,  since  otherwise 
they  would  be  wholly  inoperative,  Sianden  v.  Sianden.  (a) 
Thjs  distmction  is  dearly  settled,  that  m  the 


:  U 1 1  f )  M I  ^  1 1 ;  W I 
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1833*         of  personal  estate  by  will^  diere  must  be  6ome  reference  to 
the  powers  because  every  person  is  possessed  of  soibe  per- 
sonal property,  and  the  Court  will  not  enquire  into  the 
LBwnxTN.     guanium :  but  in  the  case  of  real  estate,  the  Court  w91 

resort  to  the  power,  although  the  devise  be  general,  if  it 
finds  that  there  is  no  property  to  satisfy  the  will,  except 
what  is  subject  to  the  power.  (£) 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Knight  for  Morgan  Lewelfyn. 

The  Court  cannot  make  the  words  of  the  will  operate  in 
two  different  ways :  the  same  words  cannot  operate  as  an 
appointment  of  the  copyhold,  but  as  a  general  devise  only 
of  the  freehold  estates.  Nothing  is  so  common  as  for  per- 
sons to  include  copyholds  in  their  wills,  when  they  have 
none,  because  subsequently  aeqtiired  copyholds  wiU  pass 
by  a  will  without  a  republication. 

Best,  Justice, 

m 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  clause  cannot 
be  divided,  and  considered  as  operating  in  one  sense  with 
respect  to  the  copyhold,  and  in  another  with  respect  to  the 
freehold.  If  it  can,  and  the  case  of  Standen  v.  Standen  is 
rightly  decided,  I  think  it  applies  strictly  to  this  case. 

The  win  does  not  refer  to  the  power ;  but  the  question 
is  whether  it  does  not  refer  to  the  estate.  It  refers  to  the 
estate  in  dear  and  unequivocal  terms;  and  a9  the  rule  is 
that  all  the  words  of  a  will  should,  if  possible,  have  diiect^ 
and  these  words  with  respect  to  copyholds  cannot  be  satis* 
fied  by  any  thing  short  of  considering  them  an  execution  of 
the  power,  ut  res  magis  valeat  quampereai,  they,  should 
be  so  construed.  That  is  the  general  principle  of  Sianden 
V.  Standen  J  and  we  mnstjodk  only  to  tibe  general  principle^ 

(«)  Benneii  v.Abmr^Wf  S  Ves^  600.  Jonsi  v.  CurriSf  1  Swanst  66. 
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for  it  18  ]in]K)Sffiible  to  find  two  cases  precisely  alike.  The 
general  reasoniiig  m  some  points  of  Lord  Bosslyn's  jxnig" 
ment  may  have  been  repudiated;  but  the  principle  remains 
nnali<Jf<*n.  The  principle  is,  tiiat  where  there  is  nothing 
for  the  win  to  operate  upon,  but  with  reference  to  the 
power^  it  must  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power. 


1828. 


LbwIs 
Lbwsllth. 


For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  will  is  an 
execution  of  the  power  as  to  the  copyholds* 


18H. 

N9V*  S5,  Stf» 

Dee,  7, 

18SS. 

JrW.  88. 


Bjttwsbn    marquis   CHOLMONDELEY  and  the 

Honourable  ANN   SEYMOUR  DAMER, 
.      Plaintipfs; 

AND 

LORD  CLINTON^      .     .     Dbfbndant. 


TtE  bQl  in  {his  case  was  filed  m  Trinity  Tom  1813,  Aocstata 
for  a  ^covery  in  ud  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  ^^  *®"®»  ^'  «J»- 
brou^t  upon  the  joint  and  several  demises  of  Lord  Choi-  ^"  *°  tuT*'^* 
mrmdeley  and  Mrs.  Damery  and  upon  the  demise  of  certain  tfa^  continuince 
other  persons,  with  reiqiect  to  whom  it  was  stated,  that  of  the  lease,  and 

doub<8  had  arisen,  whether  they  were  seized  of  the  leiral  ■f^*"'^  ^^^ 

tiaues  m  potses* 
interest  in  the  estates  in  queation,  under  a  codicil  to  the  gi^n,  op  to  a  pe^ 

will  of  Otorge  Earl  of  Orford.    The  bill  stated,  that  Roger'  nod  more  than 

TuckfieU  being  seized  in  fee  sunple  of  a  moiety  of  the  ^^^^  y**"  *«»• 

manor  and  borough  of  Ashburton,  did  by  indentures  of  ^       ^  . . 

lease  and  release  dated  the  26th  and  27th  of  April  I7O6,  try.    Within  so 

convey  the  same^  together  with  other  hereditaments^  to  the  years  after  the 

expiration  of  the 
leue,  B.  briagl  an  ^Jectiaeiil|.  and ^ files  ahiU  fordivjcpveryi  thoipgh  the  ^ectment 
Hii^t  he  maintained  at  Jaw,  a  deniarrer  to  the  discorery  is  good. 

Where  tiiere  has  beoi  adverse  powcwion,  not  accoanted  for  by  some  disabilityi  as 
covnrtare  or  ii^Gmcy  for  twenty  years,  a  court  of  equity  oncfat  not  to  interfere* 
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Ytfle  of  himself  for  life^  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Ha 
heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  sister 
Margaret  J  the  wife  of  Samuel  JRolle,  for  ninety-nine  years 
if  she  should  so  long  live,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 
trustees  during  the  life  of  the  said  Margaret  RolUj  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  mi 
Margaret  Rolle  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  her  issue  female,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 
his  own  right  heirs  for  ever.  That  the  said  Roger  Tuck- 
field  died  intestate  and  without  issue  leaving  the  said 
Margaret  Rolle  his  sister  and  heir  at  law.  That  the  said 
Margaret  Rolle  the  elder  had  issue,  a  daughter,  Margaret 
Rolle  the  younger,  who  intermarried  with  Robert  fFalpokj 
afterwards  Earl  of  Orford^  and  by  him  had  issue  a  wm, 
George  J  afterwards  Lord  TFalpole  and  Earl  of  Orford; 
and  that  by  a  deed  poll  dated  the  2d  of  jgfyril  17^>  the 
said  Margaret  Rolle  the  elder,  lincuted  the  remainder  in  fee 
of  the  said  moiety  of  the  said  manor  and  borough  of  Ash- 
burton  j  to  the  use  of  the  said  George  Lord  fPalpole  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  tho  use  of  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  other  sons  and  first  and  other  daughters  of  the  said 
George  Lord  TFalpole  successively  in  tail  general,  with 
l«mainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  George  Lord  fPalpole 
1^  h^irs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And  after  further  stating, 
that  the  said  Margaret  Rolle  the  elder  died  in  1754,  leav- 
ipg  Margaret  Rolle  the  younger^  then  Countess  of  Or/ord, 
her  only  child  and  heir  at  law ;  and  that  Margaret  Countess 
pf  Or/ord^,  died  in  1731  j;  ^d  that  njfon  her  deaths  the  saixi 
George  th^n  Lord  fFalpole  became,  as  the  plaintiffs  were 
advised,  seised  of  the  aforesaid  estate  at  jishlmrtofn  by  pur^ 
chase  as  tenant  in  fee  simple  in  possession^  subject  to  the 
contingency  of  his  having  issue,  under  and  by  virtue  o( 
the  limitations  contained  in  the  said  deed-poll  of  the  2d 
of  Aprily  1760'^  the  bill  went  on  to  State,  tliat  the  said' 
George  Lord  TFalpole,  then  Earl  of  Orford,  did,  not  by 
\us  will  dispose  of  or  afl^ct  the  said  estate  at  A^hfy^riiVh 
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and  tbat  by  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  4th  of  December  18^. 
1776,  after  reciting  that  he  had  by  his  will  devised  all  hia 
real  estates  to  certain  uses^  but  had  not  charged  the  same 
with  the  payment  of  his  debts  or  legacies,  he  revoked  his  CusToir. 
said  will  so  &r  as  the  same  was  incompatible  with  his  said 
codicil,  and  subjected  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  what- 
soever and  wheresoever  to  the  payment  of  all  his  just 
debts,  and  the  legacies  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  funeral 
expenses ;  and  for  effectuating  the  payment  thereof,  he 
gave  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  said  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  to  be  sold,  and  directed  and  empowered  his 
trustees  therein  named,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  as  soon  as 
conveniently  might  be  after  his  death,  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  same  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  legacies,  and 
funeral  expenses  ;  and  appointed  the  trustees  therein 
named  to  be  the  executors  of  lus  will. 

The  bin  then  stated,  that  George  Earl  of  Orford  died  on 
the  5th  of  December  VJQl  without  issue,  leaving  Horatio 
Eail  of  Orford  his  unde  and  heir  at  law,  and  several  of  the 
trustees  named  in  his  will  surviving ;  and  that  upon  his 
death,    Itobert    Cteorge    William    TrefusiSy    afterwards 
Lord  Clwionj    who  was  his   next  cousin   and  heir  ex 
parte  maiemay  wrongfully  entered  into  the  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  moiety  of  the  said  manor 
and  borough  of  AshburUmy  and  that  he  continued  in  such 
receipt  until  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  that  upon  his 
death,  on  the  28th  of  August  VJ^tJy  the  defendant  Lord 
CUntony  who  was  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  entered 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same  estate 
at  Ashburtony  and  that  he  then  was  in  such  receipt,  or  in 
the  possession  of  the  said  estate.  The  bill  next  stated,  that 
Horatio  Earl  of  Orfordy  by  his  will,  dated  the  15th  of  ilfiay 
1793,  after  disposing  of  his  freehold  and  leasehold  estates 
in  the  coimties  of  Norfolk  Essex  and  MuUUesex,  and 
gmng  divers  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies^  gave 
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and  bequeathed  to  Ids  cousin  Henry  Seymour  Conway ^  hb 
heirs  executors  and  administrators,  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  his  estate  and  elBfects  real  and  personal,  of  which  he  then 
was,  or  should  be  at  his  death  seised  possessed  interested 
in  or  entitled  to,  or  over  which  he  had  a  disposing  power; 
and  that  the  said  Henry  Seymour  Conway  having  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  he,  by  a  codicil  to  his  will, 
dated  the  S^th  of  December  1796,  appointed  the  plaintiff 
Ann  Seymour  Damer  to  be  his  residuary  legatee  and  devi- 
see in  the  room  of  the  said  Henry  Seymour  Conway  /  and 
after  further  stating,  that  Horatio  Earl  of  Orford  died  soon 
after  the  dite  of  his  codicil  without  issue,  leaving  tl^ 
plaintiff  Marquis  Cholmondeley  his  heir  at  law,  and  the 
plaintiff ^itn  Seymour  Damer  him  surviving;  and  that 
some  questions  had  arisen  between  the  said  idainti& 
respecting  the  will  and  codiciljB  of  the  said  Horatio  Eaii  of 
Orfordy  and  that  they  had  agreed  to  share  equally  between 
them  the  residue  of  his  real  estate ;   and  that  they  were 
advised  that  under  and  by  ^rtue  of  the  aforesaid  convey- 
ances and  assurances,  and  particularly  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  said  deed  poll  of  the  2d  of  April  1750,  they 
or  one  of  them,   upon  the  death  of  the  said  Horatio 
Earl  of  Orford,  became  beneficially  entitled  to  the  said 
moiety  of  the  said  manor  and  borough  of  Adihurton  j  The 
bill  stated,  that  at  the  death  of  the  said  George  Earl  of 
Orford,  tiie  said  moiety  of  the  said  manor  and  borough 
was  let  upon  leases  for  lives,  and  upon  leases  for  yean 
simply,  and  for  years  detenmnable  upon  lives,  which  leases 
respectively  did  not  expire  till  long  after  the  year  1796. 


He  bill  further  stated,  that  the  plainti£b  had  lately 

brought  several  actions  of  ejectment  to  recover  possession 

of  the  said  estate  at  Ashburton ;  and  that  doubts  having 

'  been  suggested,  whether  the  legal  interest  therein  was  not 

vested  in  the  surviving  trustees  named  in  the  said  codicil 

^of  the  said  Oeorge  Eail  iA  Orford,  the  said  actions  were 

^brought  upon  tte  jomt  and  several  dtinises  of  the  said 
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plainliflk,  and  upon  the  demiBe  of  the  gaid  sumvmg  1393. 
trustees,  ivith  their  consent  and  approbation ;  and  after 
alleging,  that  the  plaintifib  were  advised,  that  if  the  legal 
estate  in  the  said  moiety-  of  the  said  manor  and  borou^  Clistox. 
passed  by  the  said  codicil  of  the  said  Geor^Earlof  Orfard 
to  the  said  surviving  trustees,  the  same  was  then  vested  in 
them  in  trust  for  the  said  plainti£b  or  tme  of  iAem  ;  aud 
that  liord  Clinton  had  caused  himself  to  be  named  defend- 
ant to  the  said  action  of  ejectment;  the  blQ  called  for  a 
discovery  of  the  several  matters  aforesaid. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  Lord  Clinton  filed  a  general 
demuirer,  that  the  plaintifis  had  not  by  their  bill  shewn 
any  right  or  title  to  the  discovery  sought  thereby.  The 
demmrer  was  heard  before  the  Pice-Chancellor  on  the 
19th  and  2Sd  days  of  December  1818,  and  his.Honour  was 
pleased  to  overrule  it.  From  the  order  overruling  the 
denmrrer  Lord  Clinton  appealed. 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  P^pys,  and  Mr.  Seymour,  in  support  of 
the  demurrer. 

There  are  two  grounds  on  which  this  demurrer  ought  to 
be  allowed :  Birst,  that  the  title  of  the  plainti£k  is  allied 
to  rest  upon  an  agreement  which  the  law  will  not  sanction. 
Secondly,  that  two  plaintiA  cannot  come  into  this  Court 
stating  mtles  which  cannot  possibly  subsist  together*  With 
lespeetto  the  Slegalily  of  the  agreement;  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  enter  at  large  into  the  law  upon  that  subject.  The 
point  was  fuUy  considered  in  the  lat6  case  between  these 
parties  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  opinion  expressed 
on  liuit  occasion  is  qittte  conclusive  in  om*  fovour%  Suppose 
Lord  Ckolmandeley  had  filed  the  bill  alone,  alleging  the 
devise  to  Mrs.  Darner,  and  that  he  had  agreed  with  Mrs. 
Darner  for  her  interest  in  the  property,— cotdd  the  bill  have 
been  supported  ?  It  would  have  been  predsdy  the  case, 
against  which  the  statute  32  JET.  8.  c.  9.  was  intended  to 
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guard,  the  purchase  by  one  party  out  of  possesBioD,  of  the 
tide  of  another  person  also  out  of  possession.  If  the  ille- 
gality of  the  agreement  is  not  decisive  in  &your  of  the 
demurrer,  still  the  plainti£b  cannot  be  permitted  to  set  up 
conflicting  titles ;  the  grounds  of  defence  agdnst  the  heir  at 
law  and  the  devisee  are  perfectly  difierent.  If  the  bill  was 
filed  by  the  devisee,  the  length  of  lime  would  be  a  clear 
answer  to  her  claim.  If  the  heir  at  law  set  up  a  titie,  we 
could  shew  that  the  estates  passed  by  the  codicO :  but 
when  the  heir  at  law  and  devisee  claim  together,  there  is 
no  mode  of  pleading  by  which  we  can  raise  our  defence 
against  them.  We  cakinot  put  in  two  pleas  against  two 
independent  and  different  claims.  Admitting  that  where 
«  person  has  been  out  of  possession  for  twenty  years  he 
may  in  some  cases  bring  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  court  of 
€quity  will  not  favour  the  action ;  it  is  boimd  by  the  sta- 
tute of  limitations,  and  will  give  no  assistance  to  rights 
which  have  been  slept  over  for  twenty  years.  On  that 
ground  also  we  contend  that  this  bill  cannot  be  supported. 


The  JUtamey- General,  Mr.  Shadwett,  and  Mr.  Sugdm 
for  the  plaintiffs. 


It  has  been  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  on  the  fiu^ 
of  this  bill  we  shew  a  title  that  is  illegal;  a  title,  in  one  of 
the  plainti£b  at  least,  acqihed  by  champerty,  or  mainte- 
nance, or  by  the  purchase  of  a  pretended  title.  Now  Lend 
Coke{a)  thus  defines  what  is  champerty,  and  what  mainte- 
nance :  first,  to  maintain,  to  have  part  of  the'land  or  any 
thing  out  of  the  land,  or  part  of  the  debt  or  other  things 
in  plea  or  duit,  is  called  campi  partitio  or  champerty; 
next  maintenance  is,  when  one  maintaineth  the  one  ride 
without  having  any  part  of  the  thing  in  plea  or  «iit 
CSiamperty  and  maintenance  therefore  are,  where  a  per- 
not  a  party  to  the  record  supports  the  party  to  the 


(s)  Co.  litt.  S6S. 
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record,  which  is  not  in  any  senae  tiie  case  now  before  the  1823. 

Coort.  In  detennining  the  question  whether  this  is  a 
purcfasse  ot  a  pretended  title^  the  Court  must  consider^ 
whedier  a.  >nfoni»ti(m  or  aa  mdictmeot  could  be  main-  Cm»«,«. 
taioed  on  the  statute  32  H.  8.  c.  9.  Upon  the  &ctB 
appearing  upon  this  record  no  such  mdictment  could  be 
maintained :  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  seller  has  not  been 
in  possession  a  year  before,  and  that  he  had  a  pretended 
right  to  a  title.  The  King  v.  Hill,  (a)  Dyer  74.  The 
evil  i^^ainat  which  the  statute  was  intended  to  guard  was 
this,  that  (me  man  havii^  no  right  to  an  estate,  but  only  a 
pcetcoded  i^t,  and  not  being  able  to  prosecute  his  right, 
fibonUL  seH  such  right  to  another  person;  but  this  is  the 
caseof  two  persons,  it  being  doubtful  which  has  the  rights 
|«ink^  tqgethar  in  biingii^  onesuit  instead  of  two.  When 
there  are  ^fnestions  l>etweea  two  parties  relative  to  r^hts 
wfaidi  tkey  claim  under  certain  instrumental  or  imder  wills^ 
k  1b  peifectiy  coanpetent  for  tbem  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
flient  Teq»ecting  those  rights,  and  «uch  an  agreonent 
is  notcoly  lq[a],  but  fia%ht  be  enforced  between  the  con- 
tracting parties  in  this  Court.  Conn  v.  Conn,  {b)  JSTobson 
V.  JVevoTy  (r)  Stapilton  v.  StapUtmi,  (d)  StoMey  v. 
Siockle^j  (e)  And  not  only  may  parties  compromise  their 
rigbis,  but  it  has  even  been  held,  that  parties  may  enter 
into  an  agreement  in  contemplation  of  a  liight  which  may 
afterwards  devolve  upon  them,  where  neither  party  had 
any  right  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  was  entered 
into.  Beckley  v.  Newland.  (/)  For  the  purpose  of  this 
argument  it  must  be  assumed,  that  a  question  respecting 
the  titk  has  arisen  between  these  parties,  and  theie  is 
noiliia^  to  prevent  them  from  CBtoing  into  a  compromise 
fer  <he  purpose  4d  avoidii^  fitigatiem.  Suppose  that  these 
lands  were  withheld  by  a  ibenadt,  or  a  mortgagee,  and  that 
Loird  -Ckeimendeley  and  Mrs.  Darner  came  into  a  court -of 

(«)  Cro.  Car.  233.  (d)  1  Alk.  «. 

(*)  1  P.  Wms.  7W.  (e)  1  VfS.  i&  BeBmes  W. 

(c)  2  P.  Wnw,  191.  (/)«!•.  Wim.  198. 
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law  to  enforce  their  rights ;  it  is  every  day's  practice  in 
a  court  of  law,  that  if  an  ejectment  be  brought^  and  it  be 
doubtful  whether  the  tide  be  in  the  heir  at  law  or  devisee, 
that  they  may  join  in  the  action  by  having  a  demise 
from  each,  and  you  may  recover  on  either  as  the  case 
may  be. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. 

Supposing  the  agreement  to  be  a  lawful  agreement,  it 
would  be  an  agreement,  which  would  perhaps  entitle  you  in 
moieties  to  the  legal  estate,  or  to  the  beneficial  interest. 
Now  if  you  look  at  the  subsequent  charges  of  the  bill,  after 
the  statement  that  you  have  agreed  to  divide  the  estate,  you 
goon  to  Bll^,not  that  the  beneficial  interest  is  in  you  ac- 
cording to  the  agreement,  but  that  it  is  in  you  or  one  of 
you,  and  that  you  or  one  of  you  is  entitled ;  Lord  Beda^ 
ddU^s  ofrimon,  as  declared  in  the  House  of  Lords  was,  that 
a  Irill  in  equity  with  such  an  averment  could  not  be  sup- 
ported. So  when  you  come  to  the  ejectment  which  pro- 
ceeds amongst  others  on  the  demise  of  the  trustees,  the 
bill  allq^es  not  that  the  beneficial  interest  is  in  you,  but 
in  you  or  one  of  you.  According  to  Lord  Medesdale's 
opinion  the  allegation  ought  to  have  been,  (provided  the 
agreement  is  a  legal  one)  that  the  trustees  were  trustees 
for  both  the  plaintiffs,  and  not  for  one  of  them. 

For  the  platntiffis 


It  is  averred  that  the  parties  have  agreed  to  share  equally 
between  them  the  residue  of  the  real  estates.  Supposing 
therefore  that  the  agreement  is  a  good  and  valid  agreement, 
it  sufScientiy  appears  that  both  parties  have  a  joint  bene- 
ficial interest  under  it.  The  objection  would  have  had  its 
full  force,  if  the  biU  bad  simply  averred,  that  the  pUuntifis 
or  one  of  them  had  been  entitied,  and  then  that  the  trustees 
were  trustees  for  them  or  one  of  them. 
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The  exSsteiioe  of  the  leases  saved  the  right  of  the  plains  1^95. 
tiffs  down  to  the  time  of  th^  expiration^  In  Doe  v.  JDon- 
vers  {a)  it  was  decided,  that  though  a  party  was  out  of 
possession  for  more  than  twenty  years,  yet  that  the  time  Ci«iiiton« 
would  not  run  against  him  during  the  contimumce  of  the 
lease ;  upoo  diis  simple  ground,  that  no  man  by  wrong 
can  get  my  right,  and  therefore  the  payment  of  the  rent  to 
a  person  not  entitled  can  never  operate  as  a  disseisin.  If 
my  tenant  pays  rent  to  another  wrongfully,  I  am  neverthe- 
less in  possession,  though  I  do  npt  choose  to  take  advan*^ 
t^ge  of  the  fo|rfeiture,  Doe  d*  Onell  v.  Madox.  (b) 

Mr.  Heald  in  vqply. 

The  question  in  tins  case  is,  not  whether  the  agreement 
sliould  be  enforced  between  the  parties,  but  whether  it 
gives  such  a  title  as  is  good  against  one  individuaL  We 
rest  this  case  upon  the  short  point,  that  here  are  two  per- 
«M8  with  opposite  interests  to  each  other  converted  into 
cQi-plaintifiH;  there  is  no  precedent  of  such  a  bQl  being 
supported.  It  would  lead  to  this  inconvenience,  that  if 
A.  filed  a  bill,  claiming  a  right  which  it  was  known  he 
had  not,  and  a  demurrer  was  put  in  upon  the  ground,  that 
by  the  statements  of  the  bill  it  appeared  that  the  title 
was  in  B.,  the  biU  might  be  amended,  and  B.  made  a  co- 
plaintiff;  and  although  it  would  appear  upon  the  record 
that  A.  and  B.  had  opposite  interests,  the  Court  would 
decree  the  estate  to  A.,  which  would  in  effect  be  declaring 
that  B.  had  no  title  at  all ;  so  that  a  party  would  obtain  ti 
decree  in  his  own  suit,  though  by  the  decree  it  would  appear 
he  had  no  title  to  the  estate. 

The  Lord  Chancbjllor. 

The  difficulty  of  maintaining  a  suit  where  there  are  tWo 
plaintifls,  A.  and  B.,  each  asserting  the  title  to  be  in  him,  is 

(«)  7  East.  S99.  (*)  RunniDgton's  Bject  App.  45S. 
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thifty  tjhiit  if  the  Court  (tecMes  that  A.  is  ei^titled)  and  the 
defekidants  do  not  compUin,  how  is  B.  as  a  co-plaintiff  to 
^"^peal  ftatti  that  tl^ciiee.  They  rei^OTte  that  objedkion  by 
saying,  that  aithoi^  previous  t^  the  H^eement  the  titles 
trer6  ih  different  persons,  the  agreement  has  made  them 
tenants  in  common,  and  therefore  that  they  have  but  one 
title  between  them. 


Fat  the  defendants 

We  admit  that  if  a  person  lias  a  tiUe,  and  i^rees  to  kt  an- 
other in  as  tenant  in  common,  they  may  sue  together :  but  in 
that  case  it  appears  how  they  are  tenants  in  common ;  here 
upon  the  face  of  the  bill  it  is  uncertain,  whether  Lord  Chi- 
mandeley  claims  imdet  Mt's.  bamery  or  Mi«.  Utamer  under 
Lord  Cholmcnddey.  The  present  too  may  be  considered 
as  a  case,  in  wfudi  we  have  a  right  to  insist,  that  ;he  ptoin- 
1£(Eb  are  not  entitled  to  a  discovery,  because  it  appears  on 
tlie  face  of  the  proceedings,  that  we  have  been  in  the  ^fttkt 
possession  of  die  property  more  than  twenty  yeara;  and 
because,  althotkgh  the  real  &mter  may  not  be  compelled  to 
bring  an  ^ectment  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  it 
does  not  fDHo^  that  this  Court  wiU  assist  him  by  dis- 
covery to  bring  that  ejectment  after  twenty  years  have 
elapsed. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 


It  has  been  argued  that  this  is  a  case,  in  which  the  plain- 
fiflSs  come  into  Court,  stating,  that  the  one  or  the  other  is 
entitled ;  and  if  that  is  the  nature  of  the  record,  it  is  a  re- 
cord quite  singular,  and  quite  different  from  any  I  ever  recol- 
lect ;  that  two  persons  can  come  into  this  Court,  and  say  the 

averring  that  the  title  18  dither  in  me  or  you }  each  contending  it  is  in  him- 

tiUe  !•  in  one  or  ^^^  ^^  |,^    j^^^^  ^^  C^^  ^  defendant,— is  this  the 

the  other  or 

them  and  each    ^^^^  ^^  ^^  Court  ?    The  real  question  here  is  whether 

contending  that  it  is  in  himself,  cannot  join  m  a  suit  as  co-plaintiffs.    SemMe, 


Two  persons 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  117 

th?  record  does  put  it  in  that  wa,y  or  not.    It  is  true  tbfit         1823* 

it  does  put  it  in  that?  way,  so  far  as  it  alleges,  that  one  or  ^ 

,.         -.         .Ill  ..  om^*      Cholmondblrt 

the  other  is  entitled  under  a  certam  instrument :  but  the  ^ 

questipn  is,  wl^efher  it  goes  on  to  assert,  that  not  only  Clintoh. 
imder  that  instnunent,  hut  under  the  agreement  entered 
into  by  the  parties,  one  or  the  other  is  entitled ;  or  whether 
it  miikei  the  dis^iqction^  thf^t  one  or  the  other  is  entitled 
under  the  instrument,  but  that  both  have  acquired  ap 
equitable  title  under  the  agreement.  If  that  distinction  is 
laade^  tlie  qtgection  fails ;  ai^d  t^  is  Sk  bill  brought  uppn  a 
distinct  title,  because  \^  asserts  that  though  it  19  a  legfd 
tide  isy  Qp§  or  the  oi^eK^  it  h^  become  subject  to  equit$^hle 
claims  in  which  both  h^ve  ^  common  ipterest.  Another 
quctstiOQ  here  is,  whether  the  record  eitate^  ^  case^  that  f^ 
witlw  the  principle  of  the  great  case  in  the  ^^ousa  qf 
Lords.  The  cape  of  JOoe  v.  Danvers  is  said  to  differ  thi& 
casie  from  that ; — ^without  having  formed  any  opinion  upon 
the  case  of  Doe  v.  Danvers^  I  can  only  say^  that  I  l^iow 
there  has  been  some  grumbling  9A  to  itp  authqrity  in  the 
place  to  which  this  may  go :  but  supposing  ths^t  case  to  he 
quite  right,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  sort  of  pos- 
session which  will  support  an  ejectment,  is  the  kind  of 
possession,  which  will  authorize  the  holding  that  a  bill  of 
jdiscovery  wiQ  lie. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  ,* 

In  this  case  there  are  several  questions.  It  is  a  bill  filed  February  t% 
for  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought 
on  the  demise  of  Lord  Cholmondeleyy  on  the  demise  of 
Mrs.  Darner y  upon  the  joint  demise  of  both ;  and  likewise 
on  the  demise  of  persons  represented  to  be  trustees  for 
them  of  the  estate ;  and  the  point  is^  that  to  this  bill,  so 
framed,  there  is  a  demurrer,  insisting  that  the  plaintiffs  on 
their  own  shewing  are  not  entitled  to  ^y  discovery  in 
equity,    Mfuiy  points  arise  in  the  consid^tion  of  thia 
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case  which  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  discuss  or  de- 
termine.   ^ 

Firsty  we  had  the  case  argued  upon  the  doctrine  of 
champerty  and  maintenance^  and  as  to  savouring  of  those 
ofiences  at  the  common  hiw :  how  far  equity  would  act 
upon  the  policy  of  the  law  in  cases  not  strictly  within  its 
letter. 


Secondly^  on  the  form  of  the  bill  it  was  said^  that  Lord 
Cholmondeley  and  Mrs.  Darner  might  be  fairiy  stated  on 
the  bill  itself  to  represent — ^not  that  they  have  a  joint  legal 
title^  but  at  any  rate  only  a  joint  equitable  title — ^recollect- 
ing also  that  the  manner  in  which  the  existence  of  that 
title  is  stated,  is  so  cunningly  devised,  that  no  man  can 
tell  what  the  agreement  is,  out  of  which  that  joint  interest 
can  be  sdd  to  have  accrued.  There  are  difficulties  in  sup- 
porting the  bill  in  that  view  of  it.  There  are  other  points 
also  which  arose  in  the  former  case  of  Cholmondeley  v. 
Clinton:  but,  without  adverting  to  them  further,  the 
groimd  09  which  I  think  the  demurrer  must  be  allowed  is. 
tjiis,— ^ 

The  title  is  stated  on  the  biQ  as  a  title,  in  which  there 
has  been  in  one  sense  adverse  possession  for  above  twenty 
years ;  and  I  believe  it  was  the  intention  of  the  House  of 
Lords\o  state  this,  that  where  there  has  been  adverse  pos- 
session, not  accounted  for  by  some  disability,  as  coverture 
or  in£Euicy,  for  twenty  years,  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to 
interfere.  That  doctrine  was  resisted  by  urging,  that  in 
the  bill  it  was  mentioned  that  there  were  leases  of  the 
estate,  which  were  unexpired  till  the  year  1796;  not  that 
the  lessees  had  not  paid  rent  to  the  Clinton  fiunily,  but  it 
was  insisted  on  the  authority  of  some  modem  cases  decided 
in  the  Comt  of  King's  Bench,  that  inasmuch  as  an  gect- 
inent  might  be  brought  after  the  period  expired,  provided 
it  %Fas  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  expiralioD-  ot 
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those  leases^  so  by  analogy  this  bill  might  be  mainfauned 
in  equity.  It  will  be  in  the  recollection  of  those  who  have 
read  the  judgment  delivered  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
former  case,  that  Lord  JRedesdale  expressed  very  consider- 
able doubt,  whether  the  cases  alluded  to  would  be  finally 
supported,  if  brought  before  the  House  of  Lords.  But 
putting  the  case  as  high  as  it  can  be  put,  that  they  could 
be  supported,  and  intimating  at  the  same  time  that  my 
opinion  is  not  expressed  either  one  way  or  the  other, 
nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  this,  that  notwithstanding 
those  leases^  Lord  Clinton,  according  to  the  statement  of 
this  bin  has  been  in  adverse  possession  for  above  twenty 
years.  It  is  impossible  to  deny  that  these  parties  might 
have  filed  a  bill  in  equity  during  the  whole  time  the  leases 
were  in  existence.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  upon  that 
point  of  possession,  that  these  parties  on  their  own  state-* 
ment  are  not  entitled  to  any  assistance  in  equity. 


11» 
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Demurrer  alloweds. 


Ex  parte  Sir  JOHN  and  LADY  NICHOLL. 


March  I. 


TUS  was  a  petition  jmder  the  statute  56  Geo.  3.  c.  60.    The  Coart  upon 
praying,  tiiat  a  sum  of  437*.  IBs.  lOd.  3  per  Cent  petition  under 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  which  had  been  carried  to  ^^^  s."r.*60., 
the  account  of  the  commissioners  for  the  reduction  of  the  will  direct  stoek, 
national  debt,  under  the  provisions  of  the  above  mentioned  which  has  been 
act,niight  be  transferred  tothe  petitioner  Lady  NichoU.      ^^^^^^ 

be  re-transferred 
The  stock  in  question  stood  originally  in  the  name  of  lothe  petitioners, 

John  Price,  who  died  in  December  1817,  having  made  hU  ^^  their  title 
'  IS  dear,  without 

an  J  seference  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  who  is  beneficiall  j  entitled  to  the  stock. 
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1899.  Tnll^  and  appointed  Jane  Price  his  widow  eole  executrix. 

Jane  Price  afterwards  died ;  and  upon  her  death,  Lady 
N1CH01.L.        iVtcAo// obtained  administration  de  bonis  non,  with  the 
will  of  John  Price  annexed. 

Hie  petition  was  first  heard  before  the  Fice^ChanceUor, 
who  directed  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  enquire^  who  was 
beneficially  entitled  to  the  stodc,  and  ordered  that  the  same 
should  be  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  Accountant- 
General. 

Mr.  Heaid  and  Mr.  Bligh  now  mentioned  the  petition 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor^  stating,  that  it  had  become  the 
practice  in  the  Fice- Chancellor^  s  Court,  upon  all  petitions 
I  under  this  act  of  parHament,  to  make  the  order  which  had 
been  pronounced  in  the  present  instance ;  and  submitted 
that  in  a  dear  case  there  ought  to  be  no  reference  to  the 
Master. 

The  Attorney 'Generai  for  the  Crown. 

The  Lord  Chancbi«lqr  thought,  that  it  was  quite  sujS- 
cient  in  this  case,  to  produce  the  probate  and  letters  of 
administration  with  the  will  annexed,  and  ordered  the 
stock  to  be  transferred  to  the  petitioners. 
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AURIOL  V.  SMITH.  Mmh  4. 

IN  the  month  of  March  1765,  Andrews  Jel/e  died  intes-    Where  account 
tate,  leaving  a  widow  and  eight  children  j  and  upon  ^^^^^^ 
his  death,  letters  of  administration  were  granted  to  the  trustare  referred 
widow^  by  whom  the  management  of  the  family  affidrs  to  arbitration, 

was  entrusted  to  the  defendant  Smith,   who  acted  as  »nd  the  award  is 

made  a  rule  of  a 
trustee  down  to  the  year  1802,  when  the  intestate's  widow  ^^^^  of  law  un- 

died,  and  continued  in  the  receipt  of  part  of  the  property  der  the  stat  9  ft 
of  the  intestate  down  to  the  month  of  Augmt  1804,    The  ^^W.  9.,  tbongh 
accounts  relative  to  the  trust  having  been  then  only  par-  1    |     • 
tially  settled^  differences  arose  between  the  parties,  and  it  sentation  by  the 
was  agreed  that  the  whole  of  the  accounts  should  be  refer-  trustee  to  the 
red  to  arbitration,  and  that  the  submission  should  be  made  *'^^'|'**J^'*^  ■»  ta 
a  rule  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,    Bonds  of  arbitration  ^^  ^^  account 
were  accordingly  entered  into;  and  on  tlie  31st  of  May  a  bill  cannot  be 
1805  the  arbitrators  made  their  award,  by  which  they  maintained  by 

chanred  the  defendant  Smith,  with  an  entire  unbroken  sum  ,  ^  f *'  ^  ^fu 
^  '  trusts,  after  the 

of  33,647'.  6s.  2d.  as  the  balance  due  from  him,  and  in  full  Uqi^  limited  by 
of  all  demands.    The  submission  wi^  made  a  rule  of  the  the  statute  has 
Court  of  Kmg's  Bench  in  Trinity  Term  1805.    The  pro-  elapsed,  to  set 
perty  of  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  part  con-      »  th  't 
aisted  of  the  sums*of  5000/.  and  6000/.  4  per  cent  stock,  impeached,  leav- 
and  of  a  sum  of  5692/.  10^.  cash,  which  was  received  by  >n?  it  to  stand  as  ' 

the  defendant  Smith,  and  was  alleged  to  have  been  invested  }""  ^^"^  remaining 

°  items,  the  award 

by  him  on  the  4th  of  September  1766,  in  the  purchase  of  „_„  n^^  ^^^  of 

5500/.  of  the  like  stock.  The  defendant  Smith,  being  ex-  it  being  entire, 
amined  before  the  arbitrators  as  a  witness,  with  respect  to 
these  different  portions  of  stock,  stated,  that  the  same  had 
been  disposed  of  by  the  sale  of  one  portion,  and  the  trans- 
fer of  the  remainder  to  the  parties  beneficially  entitled, 
representing  the  portions  so  sold  and  transferred,  as  por- 
tions of  the  identical  sums  of  stocky  respectively  stated  to 
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ISiS.  have  belonged  to  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 

and  to  have  been  purchased  after  that  time ;  and  he  pro- 
duced his  books  of  account  as  a  verification  of  the  fact. 

Smitb.  The  arbitrators  in  making  their  award  proceeded  upon  the 
statement  made  by  the  defendant ;  and  the  present  bill  was 
filed  on  the  22d  of  ^pril  1806,  by  the  five  surviving 
childr^i  of  the  intestate,  who  were  also  entitled  to  the 
shares  of  his  widow  and  deceased  children ;  alleging,  that 
the  phuntJflh  had  discovered,  that  the  accoimt  of  the  stock 
transactions  given  by  the  defendant  was  untrue,  and  that 
he  had  occasionally  sold  out  the  stock  which  belonged 
to  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  used  it 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  had  not  invested  the  56921.  10^. 
cash  in  the  manner  alleged  by  him ;  and  insisting,  that 
the  defendant,  sustaining  the  character  of  a  trustee,  was 
bound  to  have  disclosed  the  circmnstances  to  the  arbi- 
trators, and  that  the  plaintifib  would  in  that  case  have 
had  an  option,  either  to  have  bad  the  account  taken  as  a' 
stock  accountji  or  to  have  charged  the  defendant  with  the 
full  amount  of  the  benefit  made  by  the  sale  of  the  stock, 
in  which  latter  case  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  a 
much  larger  sum  than  was  awarded  to  them.  The  blH 
did  not  seek  to  impeach  the  accounts  taken  between  the 
parties  generally,  or  to  set  aside  the  award  in  toto,  but 
insisted  that  it  ought  to.  be  opened  with  respect  to  the 
three  items  in  question  |  and  prayed,  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  what  was  due  from  the  defehdant  to  the  estate 
of  the  intestate  Andrew  Jelfiy  in  respect  of  the  said  5692/. 
10^.,  and  of  the  interest  thereof  at  5  per  cent,  from  the 
4th  September  1766,  or  of  the  monies  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  4  per  cent,  annuities  purchased  therewith,  in 
case  any  were  purchased  therewith,  and  of  the  monies 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  5000/.  and  6000f.  4  per  cent 
annuities,  and  of  the  dividends  of  such  several  siuns  of  4 
per  cent  annuities,  and  of  the  interest  of  the  monies  arisii^ 
from  the  sale  thereof,  from  the  time  the  same  were  received, 
at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum,  and  of  what  transfers 
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payments  or  other  aatisfactioQ  had  at  any  time  been  made 
to  any  person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  same  in  respect 
thereof;  and  that  the  defendant  mi^  be  decreed  to  pay 
to  the  phiintifiB  what  should  be  fomid  due  on  taking  such 
account,  and  that  they  might  be  deckured  entitled  to  the 
same  over  and  above  the  sums  awarded  to  thenu 
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The  defendant  by  his  answer  submitted,  that  the  award 
ought  to  be  wholly  bmding  and  condusive  between  the 
parties;  but  stated,  that  he  had  no  objection  to  the  whole 
of  the  award  bdng  set  aside,  and  the  accoimts  taken  in  the 
usual  way  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  without  any 
r^ard  being  bad  to  the  award,  or  to  what  the  arbitrators 
haddone» 


The  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifb  was  substantiated 
by  evidence,  falsifying  the  account  given  by  the  defendant 
before  the  aibitrators,  and  shewing,  that  the  sums  of  stock 
in  ques^n  had  been  repeatedly  sold  out  and  transferred  : 
but  it  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
hCtA  upon  which  the  award  was  sought  to  be  impeached, 
were  known  before  the  award  was  signed,  and  that  the 
plainti£b  afterwards  accepted  the  whole  siun  awarded  to 
them,  before  they  made  any  attempt  to  disturb  the  decision 
of  the  arbitrators. 


The  cause  was  argued  before  his  Honour  the  present 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  then  Vtce-Chaneellorj  in  Jiichaehnas 
Term  1813,  and  the  following  judgment  was  given. 

The  rice-Chancellor,  (a) 


ASIA  N^v.  ISIS. 


Upon  the  merits  of  this  case,  there  seems  to  be  a  very 
fidr.ground  for  revie^nng  this  account  as  to  the  three  items 
in  question,  inasmuch  as  there  has  been  a  concealment  or 


(«)  Em  reUUom. 
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18^3*  Use  rcpreflentation  with  respect  to  those  three  it^niSy  by 

a  trMstce,  who  is  bound  to  give  a  Seot  aceownt  tQ  his  ee«te' 
9ue  trust  of  the  money  in  his  hands.    But  the  lUffioiilty 

Shits*         whieh  has  always  stniok  me  as  to  the  proceedings  in  this 
case^  bears  upon  a  question  of  great  magnitiide^  namely, 
what  are  the  grounds  upon  whieii  this  Court  is  to  deal 
with  awards  and  references  under  the  statute  9  and  10 
William  8.    I  have  looked  i&to  the  authorities  to  see^ 
whether  this  Court  is  not  completely  barred  Aram  giving 
the  relief  prayed  by  a  bill  to  rectify  an  awards  in  the  ease 
of  a  reference  made  under  the  statute^  where  the  hill  i4 
filed  after  the  time  haa  elapsed^  within  which  application 
is  under  the  statute  to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  the  awards  if  that  be  the  nature  of  the  application. 
I  have  been  led  also  to  examine,  whether  an  application  can 
be  made  to  a  oourt  of  equity,  when  the  submission  to  ^ 
award  is  made  a  rule  of  another  court  \  and  whether  tbe 
application  can  be  made  by  a  bill  to  rectify  and  supply 
the  award  as  to  certain  selected  items,  in  which  there  has 
been  misrepresentation  and  erroneous  conclusion,  leaving 
it  to  stand  as  to  all  the  remainder  of  the  items.    A  pro- 
ceeding of  that  nature  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  new : 
there  is  no  instance  in  which  such  an  f^pplicaticm  has  ever 
been  made ;  and  it  will  be  attended  with  great  difficulty  if 
this  Court  can  entertain  such  a  jurisdiction,  and  administer 
such  relief. 

It  is  now  clearly  settied,  that  the  references  under  tbe 
statute  of  the  0th  and  10th  William  3,  are  to  be  governed 
by  the  statute,  and  the  statute  has  transferred  the  jurisdic- 
tion, and  given  it  altogether  to  the  Court  of  which  the 
submission  to  the  award  is  made  a  rule,  has  prescribed  in 
what  cases,  and  within  what  period,  if  at  all,  the  award  is 
to  be  set  aside.  The  principle  which  is  to  determine  the 
Court  in  carrying  into  execution  that  very  salutary  and 
important  act  is  clear  and  settied;  it  is  fitting  that  it 
should  be  considered,  whether  tl^ere  be  any  special  ex- 
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cqition  to  it:  but  the  geneml  ^nd^  is,  Chat  vAar^  the  18^5. 

parties  have  8€lei:*ted  their  own  tribniiai^  a  ceiiaiii  petiod  of       ^^^^-^^^ 
time  Shan  be  ^veitk,  aftef  which  the  award  shall  be  fiaal         ^^^^^ 
and  i!imyehiMve.  P^ky  v.  Qeddard  (a)  b  a  leading  author         Smitb. 
rity  Upon  the  collsttilctiott  6f  the  act :  die  question  there 
was,  whether  upon  aft  ^plkatioD  for  an  attachment  for 
non-petforiMnce  of  an  award)  the  submissitm  to  which  was 
made  a  yuk  of  Court  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  it  was  com- 
petent to  the  parties  to  object  to  the  award,  for  any  ille-^ 
gality  iif^parent  upon  the  t^Jce  of  it,  altiiongh  tiie  lime 
hmited  by  the  statute  for  applying  t»  the  Court  to  set  teide 
the  award  had  expired.    Ilie  distinction  tAken  in  lihat  case      Where  there  is 
k  tUs,  that  if  liiere  is  apalpabie  olgection  vqpon  the  £soe  of  a  psIpaMeobjec- 
aa  award,  I3ie  prdceeding  to  set  it  aside  must  be  withih  the  f^^^f^^    ^  j 
time  liii^kod;  but  that  it  is  competent  to  the  Court,  alter  the  Court  may  * 
that  time  has  elapsed,  to  attend  to  the  objection,  where  an  refuse  to  enforce, 
applioation  is  made  to  enforce  the  award  by  attadbmctit,  ia  ^<|^<''"'°o^  ^^  '^ 
the  «mie  manner  as  if  an  action  is  btrc^pit  updn  an  award,  ^j„^  limited  by 
Oh  the  huse  et  whkh  lliere  is  a  palpoUe  objection.    If  tbeii  the  statute  has 
it  is  «Mft  t;dttipe«eHt  lo  the  parties,  after  the  period  has  ei«P«d. 
dapstd,  to  apply  imdieir  the  statute  to  set  asvk  an  award> 
although  an  obje6l3on  appears  upon  the  face  cff  It^  eeitaSnly 
it  is  not  upon  any  objection  appearing  extrinsic  to  it,  eitter 
the  circum^ance  of  corruption  or  misconduct  of  the  arbi*- 
trators,  t>r  fraud  of  the  parties ;  it  cannot  be  impeached  in 
any  case  when  the  period  has  dapsed  by  any  application 
under  the  statute  to  set  it  aside.    The  cade  of  Pedkg  v. 
Ootdrtefrfhas  ever  since  been  followed  in  every  court  of  jus- 
tice, though  in  AUardes  v.  Campbell  (b)  the  Court  was 
^divided  upon  the  queertion,  whether  any  jtirisdiction  at^ 
tached  where  there  was  a  reference  under  the  staitute;  and 
though  in  ISradditfc  v.  Thompson  (c)  the  Court  of  IQlig^s 
Bench,  when  unable  to  permit  the  party  %y  pleading  a  mat- 
ter dehors  the  a^^^ard  to  impeaich  it,  tl»ew  outun  idea,  that 

(«)  7  T.  R.  73.  {€)  8  Sast  344. 

W  Banb.  965. 


126  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18%3»         thi^  would  allow  a  new  rule  to  be  framed,  fio  as  to  permit 

"^^^"^       fhe  party  to  go  to  a  court  of  equity  upon  the  sulgect^  it 

^  being  still  doubtful,  whether,  if  they  did  apply,  a  court  of 

SUITS.         equity  would  interfere.    I  take  that  point  to  be  settled  by 

Nichols  v.  Chalie,  (a)  and  the  etill  more  recent  case  of 

Gwinett  v.  Bannister,{b)  in  which  cases  the  Lard  Chan- 

The  jarisdic*    celhr  has  clearly  decided,  that  the  jiuisdiction  in  matters 

tioa  in  ™tten  of  award  referred  under  the  statute,  is  altogether  transferred 
of  award,  reibr«    __  _  .      f      t  •  •*    At         •... 

red  under  the      ^7  ^^  Statute  to  the  court  of  which  the  submission  is 

statute  9  and  10  made  a  rule,  and  that  awards  of  that  nature  must  be  r^^u- 
W.  S.9  is  altoge-  lated  by  the  statute  with  respect  to  the  period  within  which 
to  Ui  c  t  f  t^PP^<^^^^  must  be  made  to  the  Court  to  set  them  aside, 
which  the  sub-  If  that  be  so  generally  speaking,  the  question  is,  whether 
mission  is  made   a  biU  can  be  filed  to  impeach  an  award  in  part  to  correct 

araleianda-     j^.  j^^  ^^    ^^  submission  to  arbitration  having  been 

wards  of  that  na-  *^  . 

tare  must  be  re-  '^'^^  ^  ^^  ^^  ^  court  of  law.    If  the  jurisdiction   is  a 

gulatedbythe  statutable  jurisdiction,  confined  in  the  way  prescribed 
statute  with  re-  |jy  ^^  statute,  and  the  ancient  jurisdiction  of  a  court 
riSlTwn'^  of  equity  iB  taken  away  in  eases  coming  uftder  the  sta- 
which  applica-  ^^e,  the  whole  subject  of  the  award  must  be  dealt  with 
tioa  must  be  entirely  in  the  court  to  which  the  jurisdiction  is  j^ven,  and 
made  to  set  them  imy  other  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  it.    Then  if  upon 

constitute  an  of  the  arbitrator, — ^upon  what  principle  has  he  a  right  to 
exception.  oome  to  any  other  court  that  has  not  a  jurisdiction  ?    It  is 

'^^'"^'  said,  that  fraud  constitutes  an  exception  ^  that  it  is  against 

cbnsoience  for  the  party  to  insist  upon  such  an  liward; 
and  that  therefore,  though  undoubtedly  parties  are  limited 
in  general,  within  the  period  limited  by  the  statute, 
and  to  the  court  that  has  jurisdiction  over  the  award, 
yet  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  it  is  against  con* 
science,  and  where  the  discovery  could  not  be  made  in 
time,  there  ought  to  be  an  exception.  It  will  not  be 
necessary  to  decide  that  point  now:  but  at  the  same 
time  it  becomes  the  Court  to  consider  the  difficulty  which 

(«)  14  Yes.  865.  (»)  lUd.  530. 
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would  arise  out  of  such  a  proposition.    Suppose  corruptioii 
was  imputed  to  the  arbitrators^ — has  the  party  in  that  case 
a  right  to  apply  to  a  court  of  equity,  corruption  being  one 
of  the  cases  in  which  it  is  espressly  stated  the  party  is 
to  apply  to  the  Court  of  which  the  submission  is  made 
a  rule  ?   Does  subsequently  discovered  corruption  transfer 
the  jurisdiction  ?     Why  is  not  the  party  equally  to  apply 
to  the  equitable   jurisdiction  of  a  court  of    law  upon 
the  ground  of    subsequently  discovered    corruption  ?— « 
One  court  has   as  much  jurisdiction  as  another  court; 
and  there  is  no  necessity  for  applying  to  a  court  of 
equity,  supposing  either  court  could  in  such  case  entertain 
jurisdiction.    At  the  same  time  it  is  obyious,  that  if  ex- 
ceptions to  the  statute  are  to  be  permitted  upon  the  ground 
of  subsequently  discovered  corruption,  all  the  evils  wiU  be 
let  in  which  are  meant  by  the  statute  to  be  prevented,  the 
statute  having  given  a  time  withm  which  discovery  of  cor- 
ruption shall  be  available.    It  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  neces- 
sary to  decide  that  question  upon  the  present  occasion, 
because,  even  if  it  be  admitted  that  a  party  can  in  any 
case  impeach  an  award  after  the  period  has  elapsed,  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered  fraud  or  corruption,  he  is 
certainly  bound  to  shew  that  it  is  a  new  discovery,  and 
further  that  with  ^ligenoe  he  could  not  have  discovered  it 
before — Can  it  be  said,  that  throughout  the  whole  period 
of  time  tiiis  case  was  before  tiie  arbitrators,  these  plaintiffi 
could  not  with  due  diligence  have  discovered  in  what  man- 
ner this  stock  had  been  dealt  with  ?    This  is  not  a  case  in 
which  subsequent  discovery  is  proved  to  have  been  made 
by  the  party :  but  on  the  contrary  the  discovery  was  made, 
inpartatleast,  previous  to  the  award;  and  at  all  events  the 
plaintifib  might  have  applied  to  the  Court  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  statute,  on  the  ground  on  which  they  now 
complain.    But  that  is  not  all  the  ^fficulty  the  plaintiffii 
have  to  contend  with  in  the  present  case.    This  application 
is  perfectly  new.    It  is  such  an  one  as  I  never  remember 
to  have  been  made,  even  in  due  time,  and  to  tiie  proper 
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Where  a  party 
applies  to  set 
aside  an  award 
on  the  ground  of 
newly  discovered 
fraud,  he  is 
bound  to  shew 
that  it  is  a  new 
discovery,  and 
that  he  could  not 
with  due  dili- 
gence have  made 
the  discovery 
before. 
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1823.  tribunal.    Here  is  an  award,  which  upon  the  face  of  it  is 

""^^^^^^^       perfectly  good^  final,  and  complete.  It  directs  an  entire  sum 

AV4UOI.         ^  1^^  ^^^  ^  .^  ^l^g  ^^^  upon  die  face  of  it  diatinguishy  how 

Smwu.         much  arises  from  one  head,  and  how  much  from  the  oUier. 

Is  it  ccnnpetent  then  to  a  party  to  set  it  aside  in  part^  and 

to  leave  it  to  stand  in  part  ? — Can  that  be  done  in  reference 

An  award  may  to  Ml  entire  subject  like  the  present  ?     There  are  oases  in 

be  good  in  part,  which  an  award  may  be  good  in  part,  and  bad  in  part;  but 

*!     ffc*"  ^^*'   those  are  cases  in  which  the  subject  a^^ars  deariy  capable 

ject  is  clearly  ca-  of  being  separated,  where  for  mstaace  the  arbitrator  exceeds 

pable  of  being      his  authority  in  one  subject,  or  proceeds  to  another  which 

separated :  but  y^  j^^^  ^^  power  to  award: — ^But  was  tiere  ever  a  case 
not  where  all  toe  ,        .-.,.,.  .i      ^  ^  ^^    i     .  ^ 

mattera  are  with-  ^^curd  ot,  m  which  it  was  said,  that  where  all  the  items  of 

in  the  submission  im  account  were  widitn  the  submission,  and  liie  arbitraioia^ 
and  the  award  is  Jurying  properly  exercised  their  jurisdiction  upon  the  aub- 
ii  «itire  3^^^  pnoBOunced  one  entire  sam  to  be  due,  and  dedaied 

that  upon  payment  of  that  sum  all  accounts  shocdd  dose, 
the  award  should  be  bad  as  to  some  of  the  items,  whidi 
were  not  before  the  ^arbitrators  in  the  view  in  which  they 
were  afberwards  presented  to  the  Court.  In  such  a  case 
Ae  Covrt  woiuld  have  in  the  finst  place  to  analyze  the  en- 
tire sum  awarded,  to  discover  how  much  of  it  was  com- 
posed of  the  items  complained  o^  and  to  cut  it  down  to  a 
difierent  sum.  Suppose  that  to  be  done  in  t^e  present 
instance,  and  so  much  to  be  taken  off  as  arose  from  the 
inistaken  conclusion  of  the  arbitrators  ki  reqpect  of  these 
three  items,  axkd  that  hxstead  of  33,000/.  20,000/L  was 
ascertained  to  be  the  remnant  due, — ^How  would  it  be  pos- 
sible to  make  oint  this  compound  account,  partly  vnier  an 
award,  and  pardy  under  tiie  decree  of  the  Court.  It  would 
be  to  sub^fitdte  diat  iwhich  the  arbitrators  had  no  power 
to  do^  namdy,  to  give  20,0007.  in  part,  asid  to  leav«  aU  tbe 
other  Mems  <c^en«  flew  is  it  possible  to  deal  wilfc  an 
award  dn  that  manner?  How  oould  it  be  enfouoed  by 
attadwBgat  as  to  the  remainiag  sum  of  SOfiQOl.  for  the 
tettis  adit  comphaned <of  ?  MawoexM 'an  axslaon  be  broqg^t 
ffmi  the  iaMMud  to . receiver  fthat  ?    it  wtMid  be  siiE&cient  to 
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answer,  diere  is  no  such  award  as  one  for  20,0001.  in  ex^  1823. 

istence.  In  the  next  phtee  it  would  be  a  decisive  objection 
to  ity  that  an  award  for  20^000/.  in  part  Would  not  be  final, 
Qtid  dould  not  stand.    It  is  impossible  then  to  let  the  award  Suit*, 

stand)  80  an  award  of  particular  items  of  an  account,  where 
the  arlyitrators  have  incorporated  all  into  one  entire  sum, 
without  stating  upon  the  face  of  the  award  the  manner 
in  which  they  make  up  that  sum;  and  the  ai^bitratora 
having  stated  as  the  condition,  that  the  award  shall  be  Anal, 
it  is  impossible  for  the  parties  to  take  one  part  of  that  sum, 
and  leave  the  account  open  as  to  the  rest  |  they  must  make 
their  election,  and  either  seek  to  set  aside  the  award  in 
Mo^  ot  kave  it  as  it  is.  Had  they  in  the  proper  time 
implied  to  the  Court,  they  might  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
have  iibpeached  part  of  it)  and  that  would  have  had  the 
eflect  of  impeaching  it  in  toto :  but  it  is  impossible  to 
separate  such  an  award,  to  make  it  good  in  part,  and  bad 
i&  pal-t,  when  it  is  entire  upon  the  fac6  of  it.  These  are  the 
difficulties  that  haVe  impressed  my  mind ;  I  have  endea* 
voured  most  anxiously  to  discover  some  principle  upon 
which  I  could  declare  that  the  plaintiife  were  entitled  to 
relief:  but  when  the  bill  is  to  have  an  account  taken  of 
partial  items,  when  it  is  filed  in  a  Court  that  has  not  juris - 
diction,  when  it  is  filed  after  the  lime  limited  by  the  sta- 
tute has  elapsed,  and  when  the  plaintifis  do  not  make  out, 
that  the  fraud  upon  which  they  proceed,  was  discovered 
posterior  to  the  time  at  which  resort  ought  to  have  been 
had  to  a  court  of  justice ;  I  think  it  would  be  going  beyond 
^at  has  ^ver  been  done  in  any  case,  and  lead  to  infinite 
misdiief,  if  such  an  award  could  be  disturbed  in  thi^  Cottft. 
I  am  clearly  of  opfaiion  thetefore,  tiiat  upon  this  ground,  HA 
reUef  pray^  by  this  bill  catmot  be  granted,  and  the  Mfi 
must  be  dismissed. 

The  pJMMtAlfc  appealed  from  this  decree;  and  the  Appeal 
was  argued  on  th^  IMi  ttd  17th  of  March  1(S3. 
Vol.  I.  K 
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18f  9.  Mr«  Home  and  Mr.  Shadtoell  for  the  appellants. 

It  id  clear  that  the  defendant  deceived  the  arbitrators 
by  concealing  the  facts  as  to  the  stock  which  he  sold  out : 
the  only  question  therefore  is^  whether  the  statute  makes 
the  award  conclusive.    This  is  not  a  case  where  we  seek 
to  set  aside  the  award,  we  admit  it  to  be  good  so  far  as  it 
goes :  but  one  part  of  the  accounts  has  not  been  taken,  and 
tre  desire  to  have  that  added.   As  a  trustee^  it  was  the  duty 
of  thenlefendant  to  have  informed  his  cestui  gue  trusts  of 
all  the  drcumstanoes.    The  suppression  was  a  fraud  which 
the  statute  cannot  be  intended  to  sanction.    The  statute 
enacts  that  the  process  for  enforcing  awards  shall  not  be 
stopped  except  wkhin  a  certain  time :  but  that  enactment 
does  not  apply  to  this  case^  because  no  process  has  issued ; 
and  if  an  attachment  is  applied  for,  the  Court  will  consider 
the  objections  to  the  award,  Pedley  v.  Goddard.  (a)     The 
statute  then  goes  on  to  say  how  awards  may  be  set  a«de, 
giving  power  on  a  summary  application,  but  not  confining 
by  negative  words  the  power  of  courts  of  equity  to  inter- 
fere upon  a  bill  filed. 

.  Mr.  Boupell  for  the  respondent  contended,  that  the 
plaintiffi  were  barred  by  the  award  and  statute;  and  cited 
Chvinet  v«  Bannister,  {b)  Nichols  v.  CAalie,  (c)  Allartles  v. 
Campbell,  (d)  Kampshire  v.  Young,  {e)  Fetherstone  v. 
Cooper,  (/)  Cbkot  v.  Leguesne,  (g)  Godfrey  v.  Boucher,  (h) 

Mr*  Home  in  r^ly  cited  South  Sea  Company  v.  Bump- 
«teKf{t)  and  fFard  v.  Periam;  (A)  and  insisted  that  the 
defendant,  being  bound  as  a  trustee  to  disclose  the  &cts, 
«tood  in  a  different  situation  from  any  other  party. 

(«)  7  T.  a.  7S.  (/)  9  Ves.  67. 

(*)  14  Vet.  510.  (f  )  8  Yes.  sen.  315. 

(0)  Md.  SSS.  (h)  $  Yin.  Abr.  139. 

(4  Bunb.  905.  (/)  /M.  140. 

<#)  9  Atk.  156.  {k)  1  £q.  Cas.  Abr.  91. 
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The  Lord  Chancbllor  said^  that  the  trustee  and  cestui 
que  trust  going  to  arbitration,  put  one  another  at  arms' 
length  like  other  parties,  and  could  not  be  relieved,  if  they 
did  not  use  due  care  in  the  proceeding ;  and  desired  that 
the  Registrar's  Book  might  be  consulted  as  to  the  cases 
cited  in  the  argument*  (a) 


1893. 


(«)  The  following  notes  of  the 
cases  of  Ward  ▼.  Periam  and 
jHUrieM  v.  Campbell^  and  of  the 
case  of  ReyneU  v.  Luscombe  re- 


ferred to  in  the  report  of  Allar- 
de»  v,C0mpbeiif  were  fum'ished  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor. 


""  WAED  V.  PERIAM. 

[8  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.   91.] 
The  order  on  the  hearing  of     to  be  taken  bj  Mr.  Browning, 


this  cause  for  further  direction8« 
oa  the  Slst  JprU  ITSl^is  in  these 
tenns: — 

This  cause  coming  on  the 
90th  day  of  May  last,  to  be 
heard  and  debated,  the  scope 
of  the  plainUflTs  bill  being,  to 
set  aside  the  award  dated  the 
18th  day  of  December  1718, 
made  by  the  defendants  FFalker 
and  Lloyd,  as  arbitrators  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
Periam^  toaching  several  matters 
of  account  depending  between 
them,  and  touching  which  there 
was  a  former  suit  depending  in 
this  Court  between  the  said  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  Periam^  and 
that  the  defendants  proceedings 
at  law  on  the  award  bond  entered 
into  by  the  plaintiff  might  be 
stayed,  and  said  bond  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled.  The 
said  plaintiff  by  his  bill  charging, 
thai  by  the  decree  in  the  former 
cause,  aa  accoiiat  being  directed 


then  one  of  the  Masters  of  this 
Court,  the  defendant  Periam 
found  there  would  be  a  great 
balance  due  thereon  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  applied  to  him  that  they 
might  settle  the  account  between 
themselves,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  V  But  they  differing 
between  themselves  on  some 
itemSi  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the 
matters  to  the  arbitration  of  said 
defendants  Walker  and  IJLoyd^ 
and  of  one  John  JenMnOf  ^  of 
any  two  of  them,  and  that  said 
Walker  and£ii0>|Mf  proceeded  with* 
great  partiality,  and  awarded  ihe 
plaintiff  to  pay  the  defendant 
924/.  19f.  Sid.  although  they 
ought  to  have  awarded  thedo- 
fendant  Periam  to  have  paid  the 
plaintiff  100/.  and  upwards,  be- 
sides costs  of  suit  %  and  that  after 
said  award  made,  the  defendant 
Periam  assigned  the  beaefitthere- 
of  to  the  defendant  Miichetl,  in 
trust  for  the  defendants  Dally 
SeUecknud  TaueUi  Ainca  which 
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V. 

Smitk. 
March  4. 


Tbe  Lord  Chancellor. 

When  this  ci^e  came  before  Sir  T.  Plumer,  he  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  award  having  been 


the  defendaot  Periam  became 
bankrupt,  and  his  effects  had 
been  assigned  to  the  defendant 
Lloydy  who  pat  the  award  bond 
entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  in 
suit;  whereto  the  defendants 
Periam  lAoyd  and  Walker  in- 
sisted, that  said  award  was  just» 
and  was  fairly  made;  and  the  de- 
fendant/^/oy<l  insisted,  that  the 
same  ought  not  to  be  set  aside, 
and  the  rather  for  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  himself  caused  the  award 
to  be  made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench;  and  though  he 
afterwards  caused  the  said  Court 
to  be  moved  that  the  same  might 
be  set  aside,  could  not  prevail 
therein.  Whereupon  and  the 
pleadings  in  the  cause  being  then 
opened,  and  upon  hearing  of  the 
bond  of  submission  dated  the 
17th  day  of  October  1718,  the 
rule  trhereby  the  said  subminion 
was  made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  the  rule  for  the 
defendant  Periam  to  shew  cause 
why  the  said  award  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  the  rule  made 
upon  his  shewing  cause  to  dis- 
charge the  last  rule,  and  the  act 
of  parliament  for  determining 
differences  by  arbitration,  read, 
and  what  was  insisted  on  by  the 
counsel  for  all  the  said  parties ; 
his  Lordship  thought  fit,  and  so 
ordered,  that  it  should  be  refer-* 
red  to  Mr.  Lightkorme,  one  of 


the  Masters  of  this  Court,  to  state 
what  proceedings  there  had  been 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  how  far  the  defendants  had 
insisted  on  those  proceedings  by 
their  answers.  In  pursuance 
whereof  the  said  Master  made 
his  report,  dated  the  25th  No' 
vember  1720,  and  thereby  cer- 
tified, that  on  the  1 1th  February 
in  the  fifth  year  of  his  Majesty*! 
reign,  on  the  plaintiff  Ward^ 
motion,  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  was  made,  that  the 
submission  of  the  matters  in  dif- 
ference between  him  and  the  de- 
fendant Periam  should,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute,  be 
entered  and  made  an  order  of 
the  same  Court;  and  on  the  same 
day,  of  the  plaintiff /Tiirift  mo* 
tion,  another  rule  was  made  of 
the  same  Court,  on  reading  the 
.affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  Ward 
and  Mr.  John  Jenkins^  whereby 
the  first  day  of  the  then  next 
term  was  given  the  defendant 
Periam ,  to  shew  cause  why  tiie 
arbitration  between  the  parties 
lately  made  should  not  be  nade 
void  I  and  that  on  the  85th  day 
of  JprU  following,  tbe  defendant 
Periam  coming  to  shew  cause, 
after  some  considerable  debate 
of  the  matter,  the  Court  was 
divided  in  opinion,  two  Judges 
against  two  judges,  as  to  the 
setting   aside  said   award,   and 
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made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  King's  Benchy  might  limre 
been  »  bar  to  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  award  altogether^ 
and  that  a  fortUni  it  was  an  answer  to  a  bill  to  set 
adde  the  award  in  park.    The  ease  was  argued  in  two 


18«. 


AvKIOXi 

Smith* 


tbereapon  a  rsle  wa9  insde  that 
said  former  rule  should  be  di!»<' 
charged,  aod  said  naster  by  his 
report  further  certified,  that  after 
said  rule  of  85th  Aprils  one  or 
more  motions  were  made  in  the 
King's  Bench  on  the  defendant 
Periatn'i  behalf,  for  an  attteh* 
ment  against  said  fFard  for  non« 
performance  of  said  award,  but 
that  no  rule  was  thereupon 
made. 

And  the  cause  coming  this 
present  day  to  be  heard  before 
his  Lordship  for  further  direc* 
tions,  in  the  presence  of  counsel 
learned  on  all  sides,  whereupon, 
and  upon  the  debate  of  the  mat- 
ter,  and  hearing  said  Master's 

ALLARDES  v. 
[Bill  filed  Mich.  Term,  2  Geo.  2 

The  hiU  in  this  cause  stated^that 
the  parties  reciprocally  entered 
into  hoadsin  the  peaalty  of  lOOOI. 
conditioned  for  the  perfonnance 
of  th^  award  of  two  arbitratora, 
to  whom  they  had  agreed  to  refer 
all  matters  in  difference  between 
tbaoit  or  if  the  two  arbitrators 
disagreed*  of  such  umpire  as  they 
should  appoint,  with  a  clausa 
that  the  award  or  ufvpiivga 
should  be  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court  pfKipg'a  Beech.  Uttetod 
that  the  arbilrators  iMde  ao 


report,  the  decretal  order  dated 

the  13th  JToreMAn*,  4th  GecrgU 

RegU,  with  defendant  fFMiktr't 

answer,  and  the  proofs  taken  in 

this  cause,  read,  and  what  was 

alleged  by  the  counsel  for  all 

said   parties,  his  Lordship  de« 

clares,  that  it  appears  that  said 

award    was    unfairly    obtained, 

and  doth  therefore  order  and 

decree   that  the  same   be  set 

aside,  and  that  the   defendant 

Uoyd  do  acknowledge  satiaftic* 

tion  in  the  judgment  obtained 

on  the  award  bond,  and  that  the 

defendant  WoJOcer  do  pay  unto 

the  plaintiff  his  costs  at  law,  and 

of  this  suit,  to  he  taxed  by  said 

Master. 

CAMPBELL. 

.  Roll.  l4a.-^9unbvryS6il,] 

award,  but  appointed  an  umr 
pire }  that  he  made  his  award, 
directing  the  plaintiff  to  deliver 
«p  the  note  9f  hand  oa  which  he 
founded  his  demaad  against  the 
defendant,  but  that  he  nsde  sueh 
award  without  beariog  plaiatiff 
or  giving  him  an  opport«NU^  to 
produfe  hia  vouehers  or  proofr  i 
tbathp  had  informed  the  plaintiff 
that  he  did  not  mesa  bis  award 
to  be  final,  bat  that  the 
should  he  revissd  if  the 
waidlaBatiifiBds  sad  thai  the  de- 
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ims. 


AURIOL 
V. 

Smith* 


ways.  It  was  insisted  by  the  defendant^  that  this  Court 
has  no  authority  to  set  aside  an  award  made  a  rule  of 
a  court  of  law  under  the  statute  of  William.  And  for 
this  purpose  were  cited  several  cases :   AlUxrdes  v.  Camp- 


fendant  slso  agreed,  that  if  the 
plaiotiff  was  dissatisfied  there 
should  be  a  further  reference, 
and  new  bonds  of  reference 
should  be  entered  into.  The 
bill  charged,  that  the  umpire 
misconducted  himself,  that  the 
award  was  unwarrantable,  framed 
on  untrue  suggestions,  and  got 
by  surprize,  and  without  due 
method  had,  or  good  considera- 
tion taken  by  the  umpire.  It 
stated  that  the  defendant  had 
made  the  submission  a  rule  of 
the  Court  of  King*s  Bench,*  and 
was  proceeding  against  plaintiff 
on  an  attachment  issued  out  of 
that  Court  \  and  it  prayed  for  an 
account  between  the  parties,  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
defendants  proceeding  on  the 
bonds  of  submission,  or  by  any 
rule  or  process  of  the  King's 
Bench. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  and  set 
out  the  award  at  length,  also  a 
rule  of  the  King's  Bench  making 
the  submission  a  rule  of  that 
Court,  and  slated  that  he  moved 
the  King's  Bench  for  an  attach- 
ment against  plaintiff  for  non- 
performance of  the  award,  that 
plaintiff  then  obtained  a  rule  for 
defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the 
award  should  not  be  set  aside, 
and  that  that  rule  was  upon  hear- 


ing counsel  on  both  sides  dis- 
charged. He  then  stated  the 
statute  of  Wittimm  and  Mmtj, 
and  averred  that  the  award  wis 
not  procured  by  corruption  or 
any  other  undue  means,  and 
that  the  umpire  did  not  mis- 
behave himself;  that  the  award 
was  made  absolutely  and  without 
any  condition  as  to  the  plaiatilTs 
being  satisfied  with  the  same; 
that  no  complaint  was  made  to 
the  King's  Bench,  before  the  last 
day  of  the  term  after  the  award 
made,  that  the  umpire  had  mis- 
behaved ;  whereby  the  award  was 
conclusive,  and  not  liable  to  be 
impeached  in  any  court  of  law 
or  equity;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
exhibited  a  bill  in  Chancery  for 
relief,  to  which  the  defendant 
had  pleaded,  and  his  plea  was 
allowed,  and  the  bill  since  dis- 
missed for  want  of  prosecntioo, 
and  the  defendant  therefore 
pleaded  the  said  statute  of  Jfm, 
4  Jtfar|f,  and  the  other  matters 
aforesaid  in  bar  of  all  discovery 
and  relief  sought  by  the  bill. 

This  plea  was  upon  argument 
ordered  to  stand  for  aa  answer, 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  ex- 
cept, exceptions  were  taken,  and 
a  long  answer  put  in :  but  upoa 
search  made  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  cause  was  ever  heard. 
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belly  and  two  cases  before  me^ — Nichols  v.  Chaliey  and 
Gwmett  V.  Bannister ;  in  the  latter  of  which  cases,  I 
consulted  Lord  Ellenboroughy  who  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  statute  was  imperatiye  upon  a  court  of  equity,  as  well 
as  a  court  of  law.      Supposing  these   authorities    un- 


1823. 


REYNELL  v.  LUSCOMB  and  PERROTT« 
[Bill  filed  Trin.  T.^  9  Gcq.  1.    Decree  8  May  1787.   Roll.  1S8.] 

lo  Ibis  case  it  was  found  neces-     tion  to  stay  the  defendants'  pro- 


sarj  to  refer  to  the  original  re- 
cords ia  the  Exchequer  at  /Fetl- 

The  bill  set  forth  a  submis- 
sion to  arbitration  of  differences 

« 

between   EeynOi  and  Berroti^ 
by  bonds   which   both  entered 
into,  with  a  clause  that  either 
might  moTe  to  have  the  sub- 
mission made  a  rule  of  tlie  Court 
of    King's    Bench.      It   stated 
the  award  made  by  the  arbitra- 
tor, that  the  defendant  unduly 
obtained  the  same,  and  to  defeat 
the  plaintiff  of  his  legal  remedy, 
and  to  deprive  him  of  an  oppor- 
tunity of  making  a  legal  com- 
plaint of  the   corrupt  practices 
aforesaid,  neglected  to  make  the 
submission  a  rule  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  till  it  was  too 
late  for  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the 
Coort  to'  set  aside  the   award 
according  to  the  directions  of 
the   sUtote,  that   the  plaintiff 
was  thns    remedileis     by    the 
rales  of  law,   by  the  defend- 
ants*   contrivance,    and    there- 
fore the  prayer  was,  that  the 
award  might  be  set  aside,  for 
an  account,  and  for  an  injunc- 


ceedings  at  law. 

The  answer  denied  each  indi- 
vidual act  of  complaint,  and  im- 
proper conduct  in- the  arbitrator, 
charged  in  the  bill,  and  denied 
that  any  contrivance  had  been 
used  by  the  defendant,  to  prevent 
the   plaintiff^s  motion   in    the 
King's  Bench  to  set  aside  the 
award,  and  allied  that  on  the 
contrary  the  plaintiff  practised 
on  the  subscribing  witnesses  of 
the  bonds  of  submission,  to  pre- 
vent their  making  an  aflMavit  of 
the  execution,  which  was  neces- 
sary in  order  to  their  being  made 
a  rule  of  Court,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  in  consequence  much  de- 
layed in  making  this  submission 
a  rule  of  Court,  but  that  the 
plaintiff  might,   after  this  was 
done,  have  moved  the  Court  to 
set  aside  the  award,  and  in  fact 
did  send  some  affidavits  to  Iion- 
don  in  order  to  a  motion  being 
made,  but  did  not  nwke  any. 

The  cause  being  prosecuted  to 
issue,  witnesses  were  examined  i 
and  upon  the  hearing  the  bill 
was  dismissed  with  costs. 
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1823.  touched,  it  was  contended  by  the  plaintiffii,  tluit  there 

had  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  this  trustee,  that  when 
thk  matter  was  before  the  arbitrators,  it  was  his  duty 

Skrb.  to  have   stated  to  them  what  he  had   done,  and   that 

his  having  withheld  the  information  was  fraud)    And  it 
was   insisted,   that  an   award  obtained  by  fraud  could 
stand   no   higher   than    a  judgment  obtained  by  fraud; 
and  as  a  judgment  obtained  by  a  fraud  was  a  nullity,  an 
award  obtaiiaed  by  fraud  was  a  nullity.    The  first  answer 
thi^  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  gives  to  this  argument  is,  that 
when  parties  refer  their  differences  to  an  arbitrator,  they  put 
themselves  at  arms'  length  from  each  other,  and  that  the 
plaintiflh  were  at  liberty  to  ask  the  defendant  all  manner  of 
questions.      A  second  answer  is,  that  though  the  argu- 
itaent  ilught  have  been  good,  if  the  bill  had  been  to  set 
aside  the  award  in  totOy  it  is  a  different  thing,  when  one 
entire  sum  has  been  awarded,  to  come  upon  this  principle 
to  correct  the  award  as  to  part  only.    A  third  answet  ^ 
that  the  plaintiffs,  without  putting  any  question  to  the  de- 
Isadaat^  might  have  diaei>vered  tfae  truth ;  and  it  was  proved 
4bat  befeie  six  months  had  expired  the  feet  was  knoWn, 
and  yet  instead  of  applying  to  set  aside  the  award  within 
the  time  appointed  by  the  statute,  they  went  on  to  take 
the  whole  benefit  of  the  award  for  the  entire  sum ;  and  hav- 
ing done  so,  at  length  filed  this   bill  to   set  aside  the 
aWBid  in  part»    The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reasons  also  in 
Idbifl  way  t-^Y«ti  could  not  bring  an  action  for  part  of  an 
award,  nor  could  you  have  an  attachment  for  part;  for 
then  the  objection  would  hold  good  at  law,  that  the  award 
in  that  state  is  not  final.    On  these  and  other  grounds,  I 
fed  myself  nabk  te  struggle  against  this  decree  |  and 
tlnitfaalj  Ihouf^  Ml  wi Adut  ml wtanei^  I  aflm  it. 

Dfecnte  aftniied. 
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1823.       • 
Bx  pwrte  TOWN^  in  the  Matter  of  ALCHIN.  jpru  10. 

THIS  was  the  petition  of  one  of  the  tenants  of  a  lu-  The  Court  will^ 
natic's  estate^  pntyii^g  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  ^^^  direct  a  rc- 
enquiie  whether  it  was  proper  that  any  reduction  should  j^aster  as  to  the 
be  made  in  his  rent.  reduction  of 

rent  upon  the 

The  LoEB  Chancellor  desired  it  to  be  understood,  as  P*^''*®'*  o  a  te- 

.      naot 
a  general  rule,  that  he  would  not  make  the  order  which 

was  prayed,  upon  the  petition  of  the  tenant,  (a) 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs. 

(«)  Upon  a   similar   petition     ChoMeeOor  observed,  that  in  fu- 
on  the  preceding  day  the  Lcrd     ture  every  application  for  a  re- 
VoL.  I.  L 
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Es  pmrie 
Towv* 


Mr.  Home  for  the  petition. 


Mr.  Garratt  for  tbe  committee. 


Mr.  Sugden  for  the  next  of  kin. 


doctioo  of  the  rent  of  a  lunatic's 
estate  must  be  made  by  the  Com- 
Biittee»  and  tbat  theliaster  sbmild 
in  soch  cases  always  be  directed 
to  enquire,  wbetber  it  wfiiU  not 


be  more  for  the  benefit  of  the 
JuoatiCS  estate  that  the  tenant 
Aeuid  giTe  up  his  lease,  than 
that  his  rent  should  be  reduced. 
Spl  parte  ff$$i. 


JpfUl^U. 


Where  penonal 
access  between 
husband  and 
wife  is  establish- 
ed, seanal  inter- 
comae  is  to  be 
preiwnediand 
the  presumption 
must  stand  till 
rebutted  by  clear 
and  salisfectory 
Ofidence. 


JAMES  HEAD  <f.  MARY  HEAD. 

THIS  was  a  motion  for  the  new  trial  of  an  iasue,  £- 
rected  by  the  Ftce-ClutticeUor  upon  the  question, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  the  lej^timate  child  of  fFtUiam 
Head. 

The  following  fiicts  were  proved  at  the  trial ;  That  WU- 
dam  and  BUzaheth  Head  intermarried  on  the  9th  of  No- 
vember 1795,  and  that  disagreements  halving  arisen  be- 
tween them,  in  consequence  of  the  hustumd's  habitual 
dnmkennessy  a  separation  took  place  in  «7tme  1/97 ;  1^ 
in  November  1797 ^  Elizabeth  Head  Went  to  reside  at  the 
house  of  her  uncle,  T%omas  Randall,  who  luid  a  son, 
James  Bandall,  Bting  with  hun,  and  that  tmUam  Head 
was  in  the  habit  of  visiting  his  wife  during  her  residence 
at  Thomas  RandalFB  house }  That  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
last  interview  between  thenii  which  took  place  in  Jufy  or 
August  1796,  they  were  alone  in  a  Idtchen  for  some  time, 
and  that  Elizabeth  Head  afterwards  became  pn^ant, 
Uki  left  Mr.  IZancfofrs;  That  on  the  7th  of  Jlfoy  1790  the 


Tbe  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  gromid  of  a  mis- 
direction by  Mr.  Justice  Burro^gk,  brfwe  wliom  the  issue 
WES  tried,  who  liad  laid  down  the  law  to  the  Jury,  in  the 
language  of  Lord  EUenbortmgh  in  the  case  of  The  King  y. 
htffty  (a)  the  effect  of  which  was,  that  where  a  eUld  k 
bom  of  a  married  woman,  the  hqsband  is  tp  be  presumed 
to  be  the  father  of  it,  unless  there  be  evidence  to  shew 
the  absolute  physical  imposaihility  of  the  fiiot 

The  mo^akni  had  been  made  before  the  Fice-CkancHh^, 
and  rdiised;  and  tlie  same  line  of  argument  was  ad<^ted 
in  support  of  the  motion,  which  had  been  urged  in  the 
Const  l)elow, 

BCr.  Serjeant  Lens  and  Mr.  Pfpjfs  kit  the  motion. 


Ifr.  HkuU  and  Mr.  PhUlinum  against  it. 

The  Lonn  Chanobixor. 

HI  Tightly  understand  that  case  of  7%e  King  r.  la^e, 
I  take  it  directly  to  establish  no  more  than  this,  that  if  » 

(«)  s  Vsit.  19S, 
L2 


HSAO 
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plakfliff  was  bcMm,  and  was  baptized  by  the  name  of  1829. 
Jmnes,  the  son  of  WilHam  and  EUzabeth  Head.  That 
miUam  jEfaxrf  died  on  the  90th  of  August  1800,  and  that 
in  1806  MUzmbeih  Head  intermarried  with  James  Raa/k" 
dallj  and  had  afterwards  another  duld  Francis;  It  was 
also  proved,  that  after  the  marriage  of  his  mother,  the 
plaintiff  was  sent  to  school  by  the  name  of  James  iZon- 
deMy  and  HbsA  he  had  subsequently  used,  «nd  been  known 
by  that  name,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  fami* 
liarily  having  passed  between  James  Ra$MU  and  EUzO' 
beih  Head,  up  to  the  time  of  her  leaving  the  house  of 
Thomas  RandaU. 


Hbad 

9. 
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1829.  man  be  proved  to  have  had  sexual  mtercourse  with  his 

wife,  yet  still  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  it  was  impossible 
that  the  child  of  the  wife  should  be  his  child,  it  is  com- 

Hbao.  »  petent  to  a  party,  notwithstanding  sexual  intercourse  be- 
tween the  husband  and  wife  be  proved,  to  establish  by 
evidence  the  impossibility  that  such  sexual  intercourse 
could  bring  the  child  into  existence.  There  is  no  deny- 
ing that  in  what  fell  from  the  Judges  in  that  case,  there 
.  are  very  strong  passages  to  shew,  diat  beyond  that  they 
did  not  mean  to  determine,  how  fiir  the  old  rule  of  law, 
as  to  the  husband's  being  witibin  the  four  seas,  was  or 
was  not  to  be  affected. 

The  case  of  the  Banbury  Peerage  was  decided  in  the 
House  of  Lords  after  very  great  consideration^  and  upon 
that  occasion  some  questions  were  put  to  the  Judges. 
.Now  it  is  well  known,  that  the  questions  proposed  to  the 
Judges  by  the  House  of  Lords,  though  made  to  approxi- 
mate so  nearly  to  the  questions  to  be  determined^  as  to 
enable  the  House  to  form  a  judgment  on  the  case  actually 
before  it,  cannot  be.  the  very  questions  which  the  House 
is  called  upon  to  decide.  The  answers  given  by  the 
Judges  therefore,  although  entitled  to  the  greatest  re- 
spect, as  being  their  opinions  communicated  to  the  high- 
est tribunal  in  the  kingdom,  are  not  to  be  considered  as 
judicial  decisions,  but  in  that  case  of  the  Banbury  Peer- 
age, I  take  them  to  have  laid  down,  so  as  to  give  it  all 
the  weight  which  will  necessarily  travel  along ,wiih.  their 
opinion,  although  not  a  judicial  decision,  that  where  ac- 
cess according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  by  which  they  .mean, 
as  I  understand  them,  sexual  intercourse,  has  taken  place 
between  the  husband  and  wife,,  the  child  must  be  tiAien  to 
be  the  child  of  the  married  person,  the  husband,  unless 
on  the  contrary  it  be  proved,  that  it  cannot  be  the  child 
of  that  person.  Having  stated  that  rule,  they  go  on  to 
apply  themselves  to  the  rule  of  law  where,  there  is  per- 
sonal access,  as  contradistinguished  from  sexual  inter- 
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ooufse,  and  on  that  subject  I  understand  them  to  have  1823; 

said^  that  where  there  is  personal  access^   under  such 
circumstances   that  there   might  be  seinial  intercourse^  o. 

the  law  raises  the   presumption  that  there    has   been  Hbad, 

actually  sexual  intercourse,  and  that  that  presump- 
tion must  stand,  till  it  is  repelled  satisfactorily  by  evi- 
dence that  there  was  not  such  sexual  intercourse.  What 
is  satis&ctory  evidence  that  there  was  not  such  sexual 
intercourse  is  a  question  which  inay  be  put  in  two  points 
of  new;  First,  is  it  meant  that  it  must  be  proved,  from 
citcumstanoes  which  took  place  at  the  time  that  that  per- 
sonal access  which  might  or  might  not  give  an  opportu- 
nity of  sexual  intercourse,  was  had,  or  by  the  evidence  of 
persons  present,  that  sexual  intercourse  did  not  take 
place  ?  or  secondly,  that  you  are  to  go  into  all  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  conduct  of  the  parties  prior  to  the  inter- 
view in  which  personal  access  was  had,  and  their  con- 
duct after  that  interview,  in  order  to  satisfy  yourself,  by  the 
evidence  of  circumstances  both  previous  and  subsequent 
to  the  interview,  what  did  or  did  not  pass  when  that  in- 
terview was  had.  Whenever  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
that  question  great  care  must  be  taken,  regard  being  had 
to  this,  that  the  evidence  is  to  be  received  under  a  law, 
which  respects  and  protects  legitimacy,  and  does  not 
admit  any  alteration  of  the  status  et  conditio  of  any  per- 
son, except  upon  the  most  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 
It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  now  to  ascer- 
tain what  is  the  actual  rule  of  law  upon  the  subject; 
upon  my  recollection  of  the  Banbury  Peerage  case,  it  was 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  that  where  personal  access  is 
established,  sexual  intercourse  is  to  be  presumed,  and 
that  that  presumption  must  stand,  till  done  away  with  by 
clear  and  satis&ctory  evidence,  whether  that  evidence 
apply  directly  to  the  period  at  which  personal  access  was 
proved,  or  whether  it  may  be  called  satisfactory,  if  it 
apply  not  to  that  period,  but  to  antecedent  and  subsequent 
periods,  in  one  way  or  other  the  rule  must  be  established. 
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18S8*  Tl^e  LoAO  CKANCSLiiom  then  obfierved  upon  the  doo^ 

^"^"^^"^^       trine  of  Conrts  of  Equity  as  to  new  tnalsy  tiiat  if  evidence, 
«.  which  ought  to  have  been  receiTed,  has  been  lefiised,  or 

^^■^^         evidence,  winch  ought  to  have  been  refuted,  has  been  ad- 
mitted, or  if  in  some  instances  the  Judge  can  be  shewn 
Hiscamsge  of  a  to  have  miscarried  in  his  directions  to  the  Jury,  the  Court 
JudgQ  in  direct-  ^|^  not  grant  a  new  trial,  if  looking  at  the  whole  evidence 

Ir^  oSo^r*  ^^^^  ^  ^^^'  ^^  *®  address  of  the  Judge  to  Hie  Jury, 
new  trial,  if  ^  ^^^  conscieiice  is  satisfied;  and  concluded  by  remade- 
looking  at  the  ing,  that  if  the  Jury  upon  the  evidence  had  found  it  a 
whole  evidence  Qg^^  of  iU^timacy,  he  should  have  granted  a  new  trial, 
.    t  .     .      and  that  it  would  be  dangerous  beyond  measure  for  the 

ofthe  Judge  to  °  ' 

the  Jnrv  the  Court  to  say,  that  such  evidence  as  was  grven  at  the  trial, 
conscience  of  was  evidence  to  repel  or  break  down  the  {Hesumption 
the  Coart  itn-    of  law» 

*^«*'  New  Trial  refused. 
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Atk jpi.  f  Atkjni, 
WdgU  Edward 


{R^fignedU  fit  fW/iffi»fay  Gmu> 


Jolm  Alkyat 

Wright, 
dieds;p» 


, 


'MtfyAtkyni 
Wright. 


I 


dieditp. 


Charlca 
Palmer. 


Ana 
Dorothy. 


¥«7AtkyiM— 


1 


fnm&m 


Hanriat* 


BBi%n»N  MARY  ATKYNS  WRIGHT,  Widow; 
ARTHUR  EDWARD  HOWMAN,  Ckik; 
CHARLES  PAUIER  Esquire,  and  MARY 
ELIZABETH  his  Wife,  ]ate  MARY  ELIZA- 
BETH ATKYNS ;  ANN  DOROTHY  AT- 
KYNS; aad  MARY  ATKYNS,  Widow, 
,    •    •    «    •    Plaintifvs; 

AND 

CHARLOTTE  ATKYNS,  Widow ;  ELIZA. 
BETH  BERNEYj  THOMAS  TRENCH 
BERNE  Y;  PRANCES  ATKYNS;  and 
HARRIET  ATKYNS,    .    .    Defendants. -'''^^y^^^'"' 

Trrp'filGHT  EDfr4nJ0  ATKYNS,  the  paly  son  Devise  to  A.  lad 

rY    of  th0  defeodaat  CAarloiU  Atkjfns,  made  hie  will  ^  ^}^  ^^^ 

ia  tbe  following  form  ?— I,  W^nght  J^dwa^d  4tkjfm  gire  S^J^JlJi^' 

tbai  after  jMrieceue  ihe  viH  ds^laettM  prapertj  to  mj  iunilyi  A.  b  tenant  in  fe& 

Where  e  decision  iriiidi^  if  to  bind  others,  cm  only  be  m^rfe  hfreefter,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Court,  in  the  mean  time  to  presenre  the  property  in  such  a  state,  that  when  it  is 
made  ont  who  are  the  elyfects  of  ftyourahle  decision,  they  may  hare  the  benefit  of  it. 
Tbe  Cevrt  Oeasfeie  fefssed  to  interfcre  hy  ii^aaction  to  fesferain  A.  from  cntting 
dowa  tinber,  apon  a  biU  Alei  by  peisw*  claiiaiiic  ^  he  iatefoiled  nader  theforeg^oing 
devise  after  the  death  of  A.,  but  ordered  that  A.  should  be  at  liberty  to  cut  the  timber, 
in  a  hosbandlike  mamicry  as  tenant  in  fee,  giving  seconty  for  the  value,  or  bringing 

the  value  into  Court* 

1 


Wright 

V, 
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1833.  devise  and  bequeath^  all  my  manors  messuages  fiums 
lands  tenements  ^dvowsons  and  hereditaments^  as  well 
leasehold,  as  freehold  and  copyhold,  o^  of  whatever  tenure 
Atkyns.  qj.  tenures  the  same  be,  situate  in  Kettering  lane^  and 
elsewhere  in  the  county  of  Norfolk^  and  all  other  my  real 
estoie  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  tenure  or 
tenures  soever,  imto  my  dear  mother  Charlotte  Atkym^ 
and  her  heirs  for  ever,  in  the  fullest  confidence  that  after 
her  decease  she  will  devise  the  property  to  my  family ; 
and  I  do  hereby  subject  and  charge  the  aforesaid  prenuses, 
to  apd  with  the  payment  of  all  such  just  debts  as  I  shaU 
owe  at  the  time  of  my  decease ;  and  I  do  hereby  give  and 
bequeath  to  my  aforesaid  dear  mother  Charlotte  Atkyns^ 
all  my  goods  chattels  and  personal  estate  for  her  own 
b^nefil^  alter  payment  of  ifly  debits,  fimerftl  expenses,  the 
expenses  of  proving  this  my  will,  and  all  expenses  ind* 
dent  to  the  due  execution  thereof;  and  I  appoint  the  said 
Charlotte  Atkym  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will. 

The  former  suit  of  Wright  v.  Atkyns  (a)  was  insti- 
tuted- by  John  Atkyns,  JPjighty  the  uncle  ^nd  heir  at  law 
of  the  testator,  in  which  suit,  after  alleging,  that  as  the 
personal  representative  of  William  Wright  and  Mary 
Wright  respectively,  he  had  become  an.  incumbrancer 
upon  the  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  the  said  WriglU 
Edwcard  AtkynSy  the  legal  fee  in  those  estates  having 
been  conveyed  to  Sir  James  Oraham,  upon  trust  to 
secure  2700/.  due  to  the  said  William  Wright,  and  the 
equitable  fee  having  been  vested  in  him  the  said  John 
Atkyns  Wright y  upon  trust  to  sell  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  and  amongst  others,  of  a  debt  of  1000/.  due  to  the 
said  Mary  Wright,  he  insisted,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  part  of  the  estates  sold  for  the  payment  of  his  in- 
cumbrances, and  he  raised  the  question,  whether  tiie 
said  Charlotte  Atkyns,  who  was  a  defendant  in  the  suit 

(«)  17  Ves.  S56.    Coop.  Chan.  Cas.  ill.    19  Yes.  299. 
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afl  the  devisee' and  executrix'of  the  said  tFrigbt  JEldward         189S.' 
Atkynsj  was  tenant  for  life,  or  tenant  in  fee,  of  the  estates 
devised  to  her,  by  suggesting,  that  in  order  to  determine  «, 

how  fiur  those  estates  were  to  be  burtheiied  with  bo^  the        AvKvat. 
principal  and  interest  due  to  him  the  said  John  Atkyns 
Wrighty  it  was  necessary  to  decide,  wheth^r^  the  said' 
Charlotte  Athyns  was  bound  to  keep  down  the.  interest, 
a  question  which  depended  upon  the  extent  of  her  interest 
in  the  estates.  )  \)  • 

■ 

By  the  decree  pronounced  by  the  late  Master  of  the 
RoUsy  Sir  fFiUiam  Grant,  on  the  hearing  of  the  aforesaid 
suit,  on  the  ISKh  of  July  1809,  it  was  declared,  that  the 
said  Charlotte  Atkyns.-WBB  only  tenant  for  life  of  the' 
estates  devised  by  the  will  of. the  md  Wright  EdfUHird 
AtkynSy  and  that  the  said  John  Atkyns  Wright  was  en^ 
titled  to  raise  by  sale  of  the  said  estates,  wUbIT  should  be 
found  due  to  him  for  principal,  and  interest  accrued  at 
the  time,  the  said  Charlotte  Atkyns  took  possession 
thereof,  and  that  what  should  .be  found:  due  ;fbr'  interest 
accrued  since  the  sud  Charlotte  Atkyns  took  possession, 
ought  to  be  answered  by  her  personally;  and  it  was 
ordered,  that  what  should  be  found  due  for  principal  and 
interest  to  the.  time  the  said  Charlotte  Atkyne  took  pos- 
session of  the  said  estates, .should  be  raised  by  sale  ac- 
cordingly. 

After  the  decree  of  the  Maiter.ofthe  Rolls,  an  injunc- 
tion was  granted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  restrain  the 
defendant  Mrs.  Atkyns  from  cutting  down  timber  on  the 
estates,  (a)  and  his  Lordship  subsequently  affirmed  his 
Honour's  decree,  {b)  . 

An  appeal  having  been  presented  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  by  the  defendant  Charlotte  Atkyns,  from  the  de- 
cree of  ^t  Master  of  the  Rolls,  vJ&rmed  by  the  Lord 

r 
t 

(«)   Coop.  Chan.  Cas.  111.  ifi^^  Vss.  990. 
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WMMt 


WM  awarded;  their  LordshipB  were  pleased  to  revefte 
iht  original  decree^  and  the  decree  of  affirmance^  so  far 
^v*^'*''  aa  they  declared  that  the  aaid  defendant  was  only  tenant 
for  life  of  the  estates  therein  mentioned^  and  all  duectkma 
consequent  thereupon,  and  they  also  reversed  the  order 
for  the  injunction,  so  &r  as  the  same  was  founded  on  the 
aforesaid  declaration,  with  liberty  to  the  said  defendant 
to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  she  should  be 
advised,  touching  such  injunction,  as  awarded  on  any 
other  ground. 

Ptet  of  the  estates  having  been  sold,  pendHng  the  i^peal 
from  the  decree  at  the  Rolls,  and  the  monies  arising  from 
1^  sale  bsving  been  applied  in  payment  of  the  principal 
and  interest  directed  to  be  raised  by  the  decree,  the  in- 
junction in  the  former  suit  was  immediatety  after  the 
reversal  of  the  decree  in  the  House  of  Lords,  dissolved  by 
the  Xord  Chtmcellof,  upon  the  motion  of  Mrs.  Atkyns^ 
su^mted  by  an  affidavit,  that  the  principal  interest  and 
costs  due  to  the  said  J^AnJUkyns  Wright  in  respect  of 
his  incumbrsnces,  had  been  fnUy  paid  and 


l«»-\llV-» 


The  present  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  o1 
a  Iredi  injunction,  and  after  steting  to  the  eflect  herein- 
before set  fortii,  it  proceeded  to  state,  that  the  sidd  testator 
Wright  Edward  Atkyns  died  in  the  month  of  November 
ia04i  leaving  tbe  said  John  Atkyru  Wright  his  nnde 
and  heir  at  law,  and  tiiat  upon  the  death  of  the  testator, 
tibe  defendamC;  Cbarlotie  Atkyms  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  manoEB,  and  freehold  and  copyhold  heredi- 
taments, devised  by  his  will ;  but  that  the  testator  was 
not  at  any  time  during  his  life  possessed  of  any  leasehold 
estates  whatever. 

The  biH  then  stated,  that  tile  Sidd  Jote  Aikpu  Wright 
by  his  will,  dated  the  Jtii  of  June  1814,  devised  all  his 
real  estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  with  the  ex- 
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cqrtion  of  certidn  estates  thereiii  qpedfied,  to  the  pUn-         IMS* 

tiSJMur  Sdward  Bowman  and  his  hein^  to  the  nse  of 

Ids  the  testator's  wife/ the  plaintiff  Mary  Atkym  Wright  «, 

for  life,  with  remainder^  (after  and  subject  to  certain  uses       Atavsi* 

in  &YOur  of  the  testator's  nephew  Bobcri  John  Athym 

and  his  chUdieny  which  fiedled  of  taking  eflfect ;)  to  the 

use  of  his  the  testator's  niece,  the  plaintiflF  Mary  EHza^ 

leih  Palmer  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 

plaintiff  Arthm/r  Edward  Hawman  voA  his  heirs  during 

her  life,  in  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  mth 

remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  said 

niece  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use 

of  all  the  daughters  of  his  said  niece  as  tenants  in  common 

in  tail  general^  with  remiunder  to  the  use  of  his  the  tes* 

tator's  niece  the  plaintiff  Ann  Dorothy  Atkyns  for  life, 

with  the  like  limitations  in  remainder  in  &vour  of  her 

sons  and  daughters  in  tul,  with  the  ultimate  remainder  to 

the  use  of  his  own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

The  bttt  nesct  stated,  that  the  said  John  Atkyns  PTright 
cBed  on  the  5th  dt  March  1822,  leaving  the  plaintiff  Jlfoiy 
AtkynB  his  sister  and  heiress  at  law,  and  that  there  was 
no  issue  of  the  pl«nti&  Mary  Elizabeth  Palmer  and 
Ann   Dorothy  Atkynsy   and   that   the  plaintiff  Mary 
Aikyn$  theiefiyre  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  estates 
devised  by  the  mH  of  the  said  Wright  Edward  Atkyns, 
ffiK  the  fifst  estate  oi  inheritance  therein,  as  the  heiress  at 
law  of  the  said  John  Atkyns  Wright,  under  the  ultimate 
limitation  contained  in  his  will.    It  was  further  alleged 
by  the  bill,  that  the  plaintiff  Jlfoiy  Atkyns  was  the  per- 
son then  answering  the  description  of  heir  at  law  of  the 
said  Wright  Edward  Atkyns,  and  that  she  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  the  aforesaid  estates  in  timt  character  also. 


After  finther  stating  certain  indentures  of  lease  and 
rdease^  dated  respectively  the  2nd  and  3d  of  July  1821, 
by  wUoh  the  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  tiie  said 
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1823.  JFright  Edward  jfikyns,  were-  conveyed  by  the  said 

defendant  Charlotte  Atky^is,  for  all  her  estate  and  in* 
V,  terest  therein^   to  the  said  defendants   Thonuu  Tretich 

AxKyna.-  BemeyKai.  JElizabeth  Bemm/,  upon  certain  trusts  therein 
mentioned  for  securing  to  the  said  last  named  defendants, 
several  sums  of  money  due  to  them  respectivety,  aiid 
subject  thereto,  upon  trust  for  the  said  defmdant  Char- 
lotte AtkynSy  her  executors  administrators  and  assigns ; 
and  which  said  indentures  contained  a  power  for  the  said 
defendants  Thomas  Trench  Bemey  and  Elizabeth  Bemey 
to  feJl  all  such  timber  upon  the  said  estates,  as  could  be 
lawfully  felled  by  the  said  defendant  Charlotte  Atkyns; 
the  bill  charged,  that  the  defendant  Charlotte  Atkyns 
took  only  a  beneficial  estate  for  life  in  the  estates  de- 
vised by  the  will  of  the  said  JFright  Edward  Atkynsy 
with  remainder  ^in  fee  to  John  Atkyns  Wright,  the  heir 
at  law  of  the  said  Wright  Edward  Atkyns  at  the  time  of 
his  decease;  and  it  further  charged,  that  the  l^al  See 
in  the  aforesaid  estates  was  then  vested  in  Sir  James 
Graham;  and  that  if  the  said  Charlotte  Atkyns  should 
be  considered  as  taking  an  equitable  estate  of  inheritance 
therein;^  yet  that  subject  to  a  beneficial  life  interest,  she 
must  be  considered  as  a  trustee  of  the  inheritance,  for  the. 
said  John  Atkyns  Wright,  and  those  claiming  under  hia 
will,  or  for  the  person  who  should  answer  the  description 
of  the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  Wright  Edward  Atkyns  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  the  plaintiff  Mary  Atkyns  being 
the  person  then  answering  that  description. 

The  bill  then  adverted  to  the  circumstance,  that  the 
defendant  Charlotte  Atkyns  might  be  conud^red  as 
having  had  a  power  to  devise  the  estii;^,  and  charged, 
that  she  could  not  under  such  power  have  devised  the 
same  to  any  person  but  the  said  John  Atkyns  Wright, 
the  heur  at  law  of  the  testator  Wright  EdUf^  Atkyns 
at  his  decease,  and  that  in  the  events  that  had  happened 
her  power  of  devising  was  gone,  and  that  the  plaintiflb> 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  149 

and  those  who  might  thereafter  chum  under  the  will  of  ^8^'* 

the.  said  John  Atkyns  Wright  ought  to  be  considered  as 
entitled  to  the  estates^  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  the  «. 

said  Charlotte  Atkyns ;  and  upon  the  supposition^  that  A^'^'*- 
the  power  of  devising  might  be  considered  as  still  exist- 
ing; the  bill  chairged,  that  under  such  power  the  de- 
fendant Charlotte  Atkyns  could  not  devise  the  estates  to 
any  person,  but  the  person  answering  the  description  of 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  Wright  Edward  Atkyns,  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  and  that  the  plaintiff  Mary 
Aikyns  was  the  person  then  answering  tiiat  description. 

The  bill  further  charged,  that  although  the  defendant 
Charlotte  Atkyns  should  be  considered  as  having  a  power 
to  devise  the  estates,  either  to  the  person  who  might 
answer  the  aforesaid  description,  or  to  any  person  com- 
prehended in  the  popular  sense  of  the  ' word /omti^,' yet 
that  in  default  of  .and  until  appointment,  the  inheritance 
of  the  estates  must  be  considered  as  having  vested  in  the 
said  John  Atkyns  Wright,  either  as  the  person' desig- 
nated to  take  .under  the  will,  in  defiiult  of  and  until 
appointment,  or  by  way  of  resulting  trust,  and  as  having 
passed  by  the  will  of  the  said  John  Atkyns  Wright ;  or 
•that  such  inheritance  must  be  considered  as  vested  in  the 
plaintiff  Mary  Atkyns,  as  the  perison  then  answering  the 
description  of  the  heir  at  law  of  the  9i^A,  Wright  Edward 
Aiigfns. 

AStst  further  charging,  that  the  plaintiff  Mary  Atkyns 
had  fDiir  children,  the  plaihtiflb  Mary  Elizabeth  Palmer 
and  Ann  Dorothy  Atkyns,  and  the  defendants  'Frances 
Aikyns  and  Harriet  Atkyns  ;  and  that  the  said  plaintiff 
Mary  Allans,  and  her  said  four  children,  were  the  only 
penons  of  the  fiusulyof  the  testator  Wright  Edward 
Atkyns,  on  his  father's  side,  then  in  existence ;  and  stat- 
ing, that  the  defendants  had  actually  cut  down  a  large 
quantity  of  timber,  and  threatened  to  cut  down  all  the 
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'  1893.         timber  standing  apon  the  estates ;  the  bill  prayed,  diat 

an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  timber  cut  down  by 

vf"'        the  defendants^  and  that  they  might  be  decreed  to  make 

Athtss.  gQQJ  ^^  value  thereof,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restnun 
them  from  cutting  down  any  more  timber  or  committiog 
any  other  waste  upon  the  premises. 

The  Atiomey-Ctmeral  Mr.  fTetherett  Mr.  ShadweU 
and  Mr.  Lynch  moved  for  the  injunction. 

Where  property  is  in  dispute  between  two  contending 
parties,  this  Court  will  interfere  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving it,  lill  the  question  of  right  can  be  detennined. 
It  IS  unnecessary,  for  the  purpose  of  this  motion,  to  enter 
into  a  detailed  argument  upon  the  eonstruotaon  of  this 
win :  the  injunction  must  be  granted,  if  the  Court  is  satis- 
fied, that  there  is  so  mudi  donlit  upon  the  instrument, 
that  the  property  ought  to  remain  in  its  preaent  state 
tin  the  hearing  of  the  cause.    The  heir  at  law  has  a  right 
to  caU  upon  the  Court  to  preserve  the  property,  either 
-upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Ihirham,  (a)  that  if  a  testator  declares  an  intention  to 
raise  a  trust,  and  the  trust  is  too  general  and  undefined 
to  be  carried  into  execution,  the  heir  at  law  must  take ; 
or  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  a  litle,  as  the  person 
pointed  out  by  the  general  description  '^  my  fiuouly,''  ac- 
cording to  the  authority  of  Chapman* s  case,  (i)  Cmmdm 
V.  Gierke,  (c)  Cnrnlej/  v.  Clare,  {d)    If  Mrs.  Athym  be 
considered  as  having  a  power  to  devise  these  estates, 
dtber  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  or  the  persons 
enswerimg  Ae  description  of  his   fiMBifly  In  a  popular 
cense,  aU  of  whom  are  before  the  Court,  must  have  a 
vested  Interest,  subject  to  tlie  power ;  and  aU  Ae  caaes 
establish  the  proposltioa^  that  where  there  is  an  cstMtt 

(s)  10  ret.  ftSS.  (e)  Bob.  SS. 

(«)  Dj.  SSt.  (i)  Amb.  397, 
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for  life,  with  t  power  of  appointment^  and  bterests        .1893. 
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yestedy  subject  to  be  divested  by  the  exeroise  of  the 
powcr^  the  penons^  having  those  vested  intere sts^  have  a  ^«. 

right  to  cfdl  upon  this  Court  to  secure  the  property ;  Aavw. 
HatMls  Ft  Mandsn  (a)  The  reAisal  of  thje  Court  to  grant 
the  injunction^  will  be  tantamount  to  a  decision  that  Mrs. 
Aikftu  has  an  unlimited  property  in  the  timber.  We 
rest  our  case,  not  upon  the  title  of  the  i^aintiflb  only, 
but  upon  the  ground,  that  there  is  a  question  to  be  dis- 
cussed in  the  cause,  and  that  the  Court  will  take  eara, 
that  in  the  meantime  the  rights  of  the  pi^cties  shall  not  be 
prejudiced. 

Mr*  Hart  and  Mr.  Pruian,  for  the  defendopt  Charh^ 

t 

Mr.  Sngden  and  Mr.  Morle^j  for  the  defendants  Eliagh 
hrth  Benug  and  Jliamas  Trench  JBemey. 

If  there  has  been  deUy  in  the  assertion  of  title,  it  is 
the  habit  of  this  Court,  when  called  upon  to  grant  an  in- 
terim injuncti(m,  to  refuse  its  interfeienoe.    From  the 
death  of  the  testator,  these  parties  have  nevei^  tiH  the 
present  bill  was  filed,  asserted  that  the  heir  at  hnr  had  a 
talk.    The  former  suit  ww  instituted  by  the  heir  sA  law 
In  the  dumder  of  incumbnoacer  only,  and  theiefeee  ei- 
fords  no  answer  to  the  otgectaon  of  defaiy.    In  this  view 
of  the  aotj^  ^  Court  ou|^  not  to  grant  tha  injuno- 
tJOB  even  if  the  ease  were  more  donbtfoL    It  was  decided 
Iqr  the  Houae  of  Lords,  that  during  the  life  of  Mrs*  M- 
kgn9  it  must  remain  a  matter  id  uncertainty,  whether  Ae 
expressions  contained  in  this  will  are  reoommendntor y  of 
mandatory;  in  the  mean  time,  no  person  in  existence  has 
such  an  interest,  as  can  be  the  foundalion  of  an  aftpttca- 
tbn  to  this  Court  for  its  interference.    It  has  been  sug- 

(«)  1  T.  R.  487. 
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189S.         gested,  that  the  gift  to  Mrs.  Atkj^  might  be  considered 
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as  a  devise  in  fee  to  her,  coupled  with  a  condition,  and 
r^r~"        that  upon  breach  Qf  the  condition,  the  heir  at  law  would 
Atkyvs.       'iiave  a  right  to  enter  for  the  condition  broken ;  but  the 
quefldon  whether  the  condition  is  performed  or  not  cannot 
arise  till  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Aikyns.    If  this  injunc- 
tion be  granted,  and  everyone  of  the  present  pbdntifi 
dies — upon  what  principle  could  any  coUatend  branch  of 
the  fomily  maintain  a  supplemental  bill?  Could  they  shew 
such  a  titosmission  of  interest  as  to  entitie  them  to  the 
benefit  of  this'  suit  ?  This  testator  has  ^ven  an  estate  in 
fee  to  Mrs.  Atkyns,  and  with  it  he  has  given  to  her  all 
the  rights  incident  to  the  fee ;  suppose  a  person  grants 
to  another,  upon  condition  that  at  his  death  he  should 
devise  to  a  third, — 'is  there  any  instance  in  the  books,  in 
which  the  owner  of  the  fee  has  been  restrained  firom  com- 
mitting waste  ?  Is*  there  any  instance  in  the  doctrine  of 
estrepment,  in  which  a  person  having  a  base  fee  has  been 
deprived  of  the  rights  incident  to  the  fee  ?  On  the  oon- 
traiy,  persons  having  a  limited  ownership  only  have  been 
permitted  to  ^  commit  waste ;  tenants  in  tail  for'uistance 
after  poitfsibHity  of  issue  extinct.    The  usual  effect  of  an 
interim  injunction  is,  that  at  the  termination  of  the  suit, 
the  estate  is  delivered  up  to  one  party  or  the  other  with 
all  the  benefit  which  has  accrued  from  the  injunction 
having  been  awarded,  but  the  effect  of  this  injunction  will 
be,  to' deprive  the  defendants  of  the  right  in  question^  to 
decide  at  once  that  they  are  not  entitied  to  the  timber. 
The  bill  does  not  pray  that  the  rigl>ts  of  the  parties  may 
be  declared,  and  until  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  de- 
cided, the  injunction;  which  must  be  a  consequence  of  the 
right,  cannot  be  granted. 

The  Attorney  General  in  reply. 

If  this  Court  cannot  interfere  till  it  is  ascertained  what 
parties  will  eventually  become  entitled, — in  what  manner 
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can  the  property  in  the  mean  time  bepr^erved  7  tn  itdnds         '^^ 
T.  Honda  the  Court  interposed  to  preserve  personal  pro-        ^ 
perty^y  in  favour  of  persons  having  contingent  interests  3-*  v, 

can  there  be  ahy  diffsrenoe  in  tliis  respect  between  real  »*t»^ 
and  personal  estate  ?  Had  this  been  the  case  of  an  imme- 
diate devise,  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  vrorder 
^  my  fieanily''  could  not  have  been  doubted;  it  is  settled 
by  a  long  tndn  of  decisions,  tlmt  a  devise  to  a  man  and 
hia  femily  g^ves  a  fee  to  the  devisee,  because  the  family 
means  the  heir  at  law.  A  devise  to  A.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  family  of  B.,  ^ves  a  vested  remainder  to 
ilie  heir  at  law  of  B.,  if  B.  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator. Chapnum'%  case,  {a)  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Ptfoi  v. 
Pyoi,  (b)  considered  it  to  be  so  settled.  In  the  present 
case,  either  the  words  ^^  my  family*'  mean  the  heir  at  law, 
or  fannlyis  synonimous  with  relations;  in  either  case 
the  objects  of  the  trust  are  suf&ciently  certain.  It  is  not 
denied  tliat  the  subject  Is  also  certdn,  but  It  is  s^d  that 
the  fee  is  given  to  Mrs.  Atkyns,  The  Court  must  look 
not  merely  at  what  is  the  extent  of  interest  in  the  party, 
liut  vrfiat  vras  the  beneficial  enjoyment  intended  by  the 
testator.  If  this  testator  had  devised  to  Mrs.  Atkyns  and 
her  heirs,  upon  trust  that  at  her  death  she  would  devise 
to  his  relations,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  she  would 
have  taken  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  trusl  to  g^ve  to  his 
relations,  and  with  a  vested  remainder  to  those  relations, 
in  case  she  ^made  no  appointment.  Could  it  have  been 
contended  in  such  a  case  that  she  would  have  been  at  li- 
berty to  cut  down  timber )  In  Stansjield  v.  Haberg' 
ham  (e)  the  Court  restrained  an  heir  at  law,  who  was 
entitled  by  way  of  resulting  trust  until  the  determination 
of  an  event,  ^pon  which  future  contingent  estates  were 
to  arise,  fix>m  cutting  timber;  at  law  the  heir  had  the 
fee,  but  the  Court  interposed,  because  it  was  the  iutention 

{«)  Dyer,  833.  (c)  10  Yes.  87S» 

(»)  iy«s.  Sea.J35.  . 

Voi,.  I.  M 
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ISM;         that  te  shcridd  have  a  limited  interest  only.    Your  Lord- 
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ship  has  supposed  the  case  of  the  testator  having  had 
p,  '  estates  ex  parte  patemd,  ex  parte  matemd,  copyhold  and 
^nTH%  Jeasehold  estates,  and  has  asked.  What  would  then  have 
been  the  meaning  of  the  words  ^^  my  family?''  If  the 
testator  had  devised  to  Mrs.  Atkyns  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  his  hejir  at  law,  the  same  difficulty  would  have  pre- 
sented itself.  The  answer  to  it  is,  that  the  testator  hav- 
ing blended  the  real  and  personal  estates  t(^ther,  they 
must  both  go  to  the  same  person,  and  that  the  party  en- 
titled to  the  real  estate  must,  take  the  personal  also.  In 
Doe  dem.  Tkwaites  v.  Over^  (a)  there  was  a  devise  of 
freehold  property  to  the  relations  on  my  side,  it  was  said. 
What  is  meant  by  relations  as  to  freehold  property  ?  The 
Coiul;  held,  that  those  should  take  who  would  be  entitied 
to  personal  estate  under  the  statute  of  distributions.  The 
question  is  not  yet  ripe  for  determination  who  shall  .be 
%  considered  to  constitute  the  family  of  tiie  testator,  but 

we  contend,  that  it  means  the  heir  at  law  only,  or  at  all 
events  does  not  mean  more  than  relations,  and  therefore 
that  a  trust  is  raised  for  objects  which  are  sufficdoitiy 
certain. 

Th^  Lord  Chanobllob. 

Upon  reconsidering  this  case,  I  am  perfectiy  .satisfied 
that  there  is  no  ground  to  say  that  Mrs.  Atkyns  is  only 
tenant  for  life;  if  th^re  is  any  obligation  upon  her  to  ab- 
stain from  .cutting  timber,  it  must  be  upon  the  ground, 
not  that  she  is  tenant  for  life,  but  that  being  tenant  in 
fee,  her  tenancy  in  fee  is  qualified  in  such  a  way,  thi^t  she 
has  not  such  an  interest  in  the  timber,  as  to  be  entitled 
to  apply  it  to  her  own  use. 

It  has  been  strongly  intimated  in  the  House  of  liords^ 

(a)  1  Taunt  86S. 
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that  no  decision  can  be  made  upon  the  rigfct  to  the  tim-  vl^^Jly 
ber,  till  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Atkyns,  upon  the  ground^  Wmont 
that  if  she  makes  no  wiU^  there  may  be  persons  who  will  v. 

say  they  are  entitled  to  the  produce  of  the  timber ;  and 
that  if  she  does  make  a  will^  she  may  select  as  objects  of 
her  favoury  persons^  against  whom  it  may  be  contended^ 
that  the  words  ^^  my  family"  designating  a  certain  per- 
son or  persons^  they  are  incapable  of  taking  a  beneficial 
interest.  Of  course  a  great  many  questions  of  that  sort 
may  arise  between  the  different  claimants ;  the  question 
whether,  inasmuch  as  such  questions  may  arise^  the  right 
to  the  timber  cannot  now  be  determined,  deserves  great 
consideration,  for  this  reason;  if  Mrs.  Atkyns  be  not 
only  tenant  in  fee,  but  tenant  in  fee  unfettered  by  any 
restriction  as  to  timber,  this  Court,  by  restraining  her 
from  cutting  it,  will  to  all  intents  and  purposes  determine 
against  her ;  for  if  she  dies  leaving  the  timber  standing 
upon  the  estate,  it  will  be  impossible  for  her  personal 
represeiitatives  to  obtain  the  value  of  it,  unless  somehow 
secured  in  the  mean  time.  The  consequence  is,  that  the 
case  presented  to  the  Court  is  a  case,  in  which  as  it  is 
said  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  Court  by  deciding  the  right 
may  prejudice  persons  who  may  claim  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Atkyns  J  it  may  be  said  on  the  other  hand,  the  Court 
by  forbearing  to  decide,  may  destroy  the  whole  benefit  of 
that  title,  which  it  may  hereafter  determine  to  have  been 
in  Mrs.  Atkyns^  when  that  determination  will  be  of  no 
avail  either  to  her  or  her  representatives,  unless  by  some 
particular  order  care  is  taken,  that  it  shall  be  beneficial  to 
her  or  her  representatives.  Supposing  that  it  cannot 
now  be  decided,  whether  the  right  to  the  timber  is  in 
Mrs.  Atkyns  or  not,  another  question  is,  whether  the 
Court  must  not,  for  the  pTU3>ose  of  preserving  the  pro- 
perty^ find  some  principle  upon  which  it  can  now  in 
some  manner  or  other  interpose  ? 

The  questions,  what  interest  Mrs.  Atkyns  takes  jn  the 
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169S.         estates,  and  what  is  the  beneficial  qaality  of  that  interest, 

^^'^•'^       have  been  discussed  in  various  ^rays ;  first  it  bos  been  in- 

^^  sisted^  that  the  words   ^'  my  family"  import  a  descrip- 

ATftr»s.        ti<m  of  that  individual^  Who  waa  the  heir  at  law  of  the 

testator  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  if  thia  had  been  a  de« 

tJnder  an  imrac-   vise  to  Mrs.  uitkyns  for  life,  with  reoudnder  to  **  my 

A  for  life  re-      ^™^y>"  i^  would  have  been  a  bold  step  to  say,  thsct  the 

mainder  to  **  my  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  wotdd  not  have  been  entitled ; 

family,"  the  heir  whether  the  cases  which  have  been  decided^  have  been 

at  law  of  the  tes-  rightly  decided  or  not,  there  are  cases  m  wbidi  it  has 

lator  IS  entitled     ,  ,    , ,      ,  .    ,  ^,  *.      .1     s* 

in  remainder.       ^^^^  nem,  that  a  remainder  to  *^  my  family,     opemttfs 

as  a  devise  to  my  heir  at  law.  The  Court,  in  its  anxiety 
to  find  out  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  has.  found  out, 
tliat  what  he  has  said,  has  the  same  n^eaning  as  if  he  bad 
said  nothing  at  all.  With  respect  to  those  cases,  he 
must  be  a  bold  man,  who  sitting  in  a  judicidl  chair  would 
attempt  to  disturb  them. 

Another  way  of  putting  this  Case  has  been,  that  this  is 
a  devise  in  fee  to  Mrs.  Atkyns,  coupled  with  a  condition ; 
I  tliink  it  would  be  difficult  to  make  that  out,  but  sup* 
posing  it  to  be  a  case  of  condition,  I  cannot  see  hew  par- 
ties can  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  to  prevent  the 
breach  of  a  condition,  who  are  contending,  that  the 
breach  of  that  trondition  will  give  them  title ;  that  equity 
I  cannot  comprehend.  The  next  supposit])oh  has  been, 
that  the  testator  has  created  a  power :  if  it  be  &  power,  it 
must  be  capable  of  being  exercised  amongst  dijBferent 
objects,  which  may  be  selected  out  of  a  dass  of  per- 
sons, capable  of  definition,  and  of  being  represented  with 
.  legal  certainty.  If  the  case  be  neither  a  trust,  a  con- 
dition, or  a  power,  it  has  been  contendec^  that  it  may 
be  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir  at  law ;  I  think  it  vmw^A 
h^  extremely  (Sfficult  to  make  that  out,  unless  the  Court 
can  say  it  is  to  be  so,  if  Mrs.  Atkyns  makes  no 


With  respect  to  the  matter  of  trust,  I  confess  I  caan6t 
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lidp  tUiJdng,  tiiat  if  there  ts  a  title  in  any  of  these         18^9. 

plauitifi,  it  must  be  founded  upon  the  doctrine  of  trusts ;       ^"^'^^^^^ 

that  this  is  a  fee  given  to  Mrs.  Atkyns,  with  an  obligation  "^^.°"* 

imposed  upon  her  conscience^  to  dispose  of  the  property,       Atkyw.- 

(whatever  is  meant  by  the  words  *^  Uie  property*')  at  her 

deaths  to  the  family  of  the  testator.    In  order  to  deter-  To  create  a  trust 

mine  whether  the  trust  i^  a  trust  this  Court  will  interfere  ^y  ^^^^  ^^  an 

mth^  it  is  matter  of  obs^rvatic^,  First,  that  the  words  Z^^  ^^^  ^^ 

must  be  imperative,  that  the  words  are  imperative  in  this  conscience  of  a 

ease  there  can  be  no  doubt  |  Secondly,  that  the  subject  devisee.thewords^ 

must  be  certain,  and  that  brings  me  to  the  question  what  """^^  ^®  impera- 

,  1     ,^   1  „       ,  r.^  .   «       ,       tive,  the  subject 

18  meant  by  the  wcsrds  «  the  property  j"  and  Thirdly,  that  ^^^t  be  ceruin, 

the  object  must  be  as  certain  as  the  subject,  and  then  the  and  the  object  as 

question  will  be,  whether  the  words  "  my  family"  have  ^^^^]^  m  tl»e 

as  much  of  the  quaUty  of  certainty,  as  this  species  of  "^""^^^^^^^  j^ 

trust  requires.  tbe  fuifctl  con- 

fidence are  im- 
Let  it  be  observed  that  in  this  case,  in  Ac  first  in-  P^raiive. 
stance    a  fee  is  ^ven  in  the  estate,  and  one  question 
therefore  with  respect  to  the  words  '^  the  property''  is, 
whether  there  k  any  case  with  respect  to  a  real  estate,  in 
which  the  doctrine  of  trusts  has  been  carried  so  far,  as  to 
enable  the  Court  to  say,  that  where  an  estate  in  fee  is  Whether*  srkNre* 
given,  the  trust  shall  be  considered  of  so  restrictive  a  f "  «;■'*'«  ia  fco.^ 
nature,  that  the  person  who  is  tenant  in  fee,  shall  not  be  j^^ |^"  ^  ^  ^ 
at  liberty,  with  respect  to  timber  and  mines,  to  treat  the  shall  be  consi- 
eetate  in  the  same  husbandUke  manner  as  another  tenant  ^^^^  ^  restric- 
in  fee.    It  is  a  diflTerent  questiwi,  whether  the  existence  *'^®'  .*****  ^''f  ^ 

_         _  ,  •        B  1  .         1  •  i_  "*ot  in  fee  shall 

of  auch  a  trust  prevents  the  exercise  of  ownership,  which  ^^^  |^^  ^^  libertv 
an  absolute  tenant  in  fee  might  exercise  over  the  timber,  with  respect  to 
or  whether  a  tenant  in  fee,  suligeet  to  such  a  trust,  may  timber  and  mines 
make  as  much  havoc  and  destruction  as  a  tenant  for  life  .^  l^     ^^ 

m  the  same  bus* 

without  impeachment  of  waste  might  do.    Another  ques^  bandlike  manner 


tion  with  respect  to  the  words  ^^  the  property"  is,  whe-  as  another  tenant 
ther  those  words  mean  the  soil,  and  not  only  the  soil,  but  *"  ^^'  ^^^^^^ 
every  stick  4if  timber  standing  upon  the  estate,  ultra  that 
which. is  necessary  for  the  repairs,  and  for  tlie  ordimiry 
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«      - 

IBZS.       .  enjoyment  of  tibfs  estate ;  that  is  a  point  well  worth  a  great 
^"^^^^^^^^       deal  of  consideration^  whenever  it  shall  be  necessary  to 

0,  decide  it. 

Atkths. 

The  next  question  is  what  the  words   "  my  family" 
mean;  I  doubt  whether!  should  ever  have  given  the 
construction  to  tjiose  words,  which  has  been  g^ven  to 
them,  but  I  think  every  Court  is  now  bound  by  that 
construction.     The   question  however  in  this  case  is, 
whether  those  words,  which  standing  unaffected  by  any 
thing  contained  in  the  context  mean  the  heir  at  law, 
may  not  be  qualified  by  the  context:   and  if  so,  whe- 
TheconlesLt  will  ther  they  ought  not  to  be  so  interpreted.    The  cases,  I 
mffectthecon-      apprehend,  go  the  length  of  shewing,  that  the  context 
rds  in  a  will;   ^^  affect  the  construction  of  words  in  a  will ;  and  if  so, 
whether  the  pur-  another  view  of  the  subject  arises,  whether  it  is  the  con- 
poses  of  the  tes-   text  only  which  can  affect  the  construction,  or  whether 
Utor,  and  the      ^^  ^.j^^  ^^j^^j.  ]^g^^  ^he  purposes  of  the  testator,  and  the 

.  .    .  ^  nature  of  the  enjoyment  given  to  the  individual  in  other 

to  the  individual  parts  of  the  will,  may  not  also  affect  the  construction, 
in  other  parts  of  Now  in  this  case  the  testator  gives  his  estate  in  fee  to 
-  ^'^  ff  "iMtti**^  ^^^  mother,  and  he  expressly  gives  her  a  power  of  dis- 
coDslraction.  posing  by  will ;  it  strikes  one  as  a  very  odd  thing  to  say, 
Query.  that  the  meaning  of  the  testator  is,  not  that  she  shall 

give  to  a  person,  whom  she  is  to  select  out  of  all  the 
objects  which  the  word  family  will  comprehend,  but  that 
she  is  to  make  a  wiU  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  his  heir 
at  law,  or  to  say,  that  though  the  testator  has  given  her 
a  power  to  dispose  of  the  property  by  her  will,  he  has 
j^ven  it  in  such  a  way,  that  the  perscm  who  is  to  take 
must  take  by  his  wiU.  I  cannot  therefore  help  thinking, 
that  the  words  ^^  my  £ftmily"  must  have  such  a  con- 
struction put  upon  them,  that  somebody  or  other,  by 
force  of  that  construction,  joined  to  the  effect  of  her 
will,  may  take  by  the  effect  of  her  will ;  if  so,  do  the 
words  ''  my  family"  import  a  class  of  persons  among 
whom  she  b  to  make  a  selection,  capable  of  such,  precise 
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definition^  that  it  can  be  isidcl,  that  the  objects  of  this 
trust  are  certain.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  I  sug- 
gested the  case  of  a  testator  creating  a  power  of  this 
kind,  baving  estates  coming  from  different  ancestors, 
estates  for  instance  ex  parte  paiemdy  ex  parte  matemdy 
copyhold  and  customary  estates  descending  to  different 
heirs,  gavelkind  lands,  and  leasehold  estates,  and  I  asked, 
who  was  to  be  considered  as  the  heir  to  take  those  es*- 
tatea  under  the  words  *^  my  family,"  whether  the  heir 
at  law  ex  parte  paiemd  was  to  take  all  the  estates,  or 
the  different  kinds  of  heirs  were  to  take  the  different 
estatea  according  to  the  descendible  property  belonging 
to  them.  The  Attorney  General  observed,  that  if  a  tes  • 
tator  having  such  estates  was  to  devise  to  his  heir  at 
law,  the  same  difficulties  would  arise;  Be  it  so,  then 
the  Court  must  construe  the  will  as  well  as  it  could, 
and  must  say,  that  the  heir  takes  by  descent;  and 
then  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  finding  out,  if  it 
could  be  found  out  with  certainty  from  the  will,  what 
heir  was  to  take.  If  that  difficulty  can  be  so  answered, 
still  in  a  case,  where  a  trust  is  to  be  raised  charac- 
terized by  certainty,  the  very  difficulty  of  doing  it  is 
an  argument,  which  goes  to  a  certain  extent,  I  do  not 
Bay  the  whole  extent,  towards  inducing  the  Court  to 
Bay,  it  is  not  sufficiently  clear  what  the  testator  in- 
tended. 


1S33. 


Wbiost 
•ArxTir^ 


It  is  contended  that  the  words  '^my  family"  must  be 
taken  in  a  popular  sense,  and  that  the  nature  of  the  dispo- 
sition shews  they  are  not  to  be  taken  in  a  technical  sense ; 
— Then  what  is  the  popular  sense  of  those  words  ?  It  is 
remarkable,  that  in  the  will  of  the  person  who  was  the 
heir  at  law  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
under  which  the  present  plaintiffs  are  suing,  there  is  a 
bequest  to  a  wife ; — surely  it  is  a  singular  thing  to  state 
that  a  wife  is  no  part  of  one's  family,  and  yet  the  whole 
argument  clearly  shuts  out  the  wife,  and  not  only  is  the 


w 


)Ma 


Wai«Hf 
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y^  exduded,  but  accorflng  tQ  tha  argument  ndU!k^, 
father  or  mother  are  imy  part  of  a  mau'-e  family.  Suppose 
fhat  this  testator  had  devised  to  his  ^^  for  life^  i|iid  had 
Imposed  upon  her  the  obligation  i^t  her  death  to  give  to 
)iis  fiunily^  in  the  same  way  in  which  that  pbligation  is 
imposed  or  attempted  to  be  imposed  by  this  wiU^  and 
suppose  that  the  testator  died  leaving  two  brothers^  and 
that  the  wife  by  her  will  passed  over  the  eldest  brother, 
and  made  the  next  brother  tenant  for  life^  with  remainder 
to  his  first  and  other  sons^  charging  portions  for  the 
children  of  the  eldest  brother^  and  limiting  the  iiltimate 
remainder  to  him;  I  think  no  one  out  of  this  Court  would 
say,  that  that  was  not  giving  to  the  family  of  the  tes- 
tator. 


These  are  the  points  which  appear  to  me  to  surround 
this  case ; — ^I  am  awsure  that  there  is  considerable  diffi- 
culty in  determining,  whether  any  thing  can  be  done  till 
after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Atkyns :  but  after  having  very 
much  considered  this  part,  of  the  case,  I  cannot  help 
thinking,  that  some  step  must  be  taken  by  the  Court 
even  in  this  stage  of  the  business.  I  agree  that  the  Court 
ought  not  to  decide  at  this  moment  upon  the  rights  of 
any -person,  who  by  anticipation  it  may  suppose  may  at 
a  future  day  bring  forward  questions  of  right  before  it, 
unless  the  rules  of  the  Court,  (it  being  ascertained  who 
the  parties  are  that  will  be  entitled)  will  enable  it  to  do 
so :  but  in  this  case  it  must  be  remembered,  that  if  the 
Court  does  not  interpose  at  all,  it  is  negatively  deciding 
the  question  against  one  of  the  parties ;  for  if  the  Court 
abstains  from  doing  any  thing,  and  this  lady  chooses  to  act 
upon  the  supposition  that  she  has  no  right  to  cut  the 
timber,  the  consequence  will  be,  that  if  it  shall  hereafter 
turn  out,  upon  the  question  arising  amongst  other  per- 
aons,  that  she  had  the  right  to  cut  the  timber,  she  will 
have  lost  the  whole  value  of  the  timber  which  she  might 
have  cut )  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  in  consequence  of 
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th£  refill  of  tb«  Court  to  intarpoee^  tUfi  lady  ihinlui         inM. 
proper  to  cut  the  timber,  the  conaequence  will  be,  tha$       v^v^;/ 
if  she  dies  with  «8getB  insufficjeiit  to  tmswer  the  value  of       ^^len 
the  timber  she  has  cut,  fmd  it  shall  hereafter  be  deter-        Anvsi^ 
mined,  that  ffhe  had  lad  right  to  cut  any  timber  at  all,  she 
win  have  got  the  tixnber  agabst  those  who  are  entitled  to 
it ;  so  th|^  if  the  Court  does  not  interpose  to  a  certain  ex'^ 
teat,  the  eoosequ^ice,  as  it  appears  to  me,  necessarily  must 
be  ibis,  that  though  the  Court  appears  to  refuse  to  act, 
against  one  or  the  other  it  does  in  effect  interpose.    The 
result  therefore  is,  that  though  the  Court  cannot  at  the 
present  time  absolutely  decide  upon  the  interests  of  the 
parties,  it  must  interpose  to  the  extent  of  taking  care,  that 
whenever  the  interposition  of  the  Court  is  called  for,  and 
can  be  given,  the  property  shall  be  in  such  a  state,  that 
the  rights  of  those  who  may  be  taken  to  be,  or  to  have 
been  entitled,  may  not  have  been  prejudiced. 

Hie  cases  which  have  been  decided  with  respect  to 
personal  estate  seem  to  afford  the  prindple,  that  the 
Court  may  interpose  to  a  certain  extent.    In  Harding  v. 
Gfyn  (a)  the  testator  gave  his  personal  estate  to  his  wife^ 
and  he  then  proceeded  in  words,  ivhich  were  held  to  create 
a  trust  in  favour  of  bis  relations ;  after  the  death  of  the 
testator's  wife  (how  the  property  had  been  preserved  in 
the  mean  time  does  not  appear)  a  bill  was  tied  by  her 
^representative  to  carry  her  will  into  execution}  in  thai 
case,  as  in  others,  the  Court  sidd,  that  the  word  ^^le*  The  word  •« le* 
lationa"  meant  persons  who  would  be  entitled  according  ktioiis^ 
to  the  statute  of  (fistributkms,  but  it  also  said,  that  the 
word  **  relations'*  in  that  case  did  not  necessarily  mean  gi^i^ii^^  lU^^ 
next  of  kin,  but  meant  every  person  who  might  be  a  re-  kalkms»  md  isa 
lation.    Now  the  word  ^^  relations''  is  undoubtedly  a  term  tern  thai  soft- 
thai  sufficiently  describes  a  dass  of  persons,  whether  the  ^'^y  descyibfs 
word  ^fiunily"  does  or  does  not;  and  part  of  thejpep-  sons. 

(«)  1  Alk.  4S9. 
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1893. 


Weight 

V. 


Bonal  estate  having  been  given  hj  the  testator^s  wife  to  a 
person  who  was  a  relation  of  the  testator^  bu^  who  was 
not  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  either  at  his  death,  or  at  the 
death  of  his  wife,  it  was  held,  that  that  part  was  well 
given,  and  that  the  renudnder  was  distributable  amongst 
those  persons  who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator, 
not  at  his  death,  but  at  the  death  of  his  wife ;  during  the 
life  therefore  of  the  testator's  wife,  it  must  have  been  an 
utter  uncertainty,  who  would  ultimately  become  entitled ; 
the  Court  therefore  must  have  said,  either  that  the  testator's 
wife,  who  might  be  wrongfully  acting  upon  the  property 
every  moment  of  her  life,  should  nevertheless  be  entrusted 
.with  it  during  the  whole  of  her  life,  or  that  it  would  some- 
how or  other  interpose  in  order  to  preserve  the  property 
for  those,  who  might  take  it  at  her  death,  with  reference 
to  whom  not  one  might  be  in  being  till  the  last  hour  of 
her  life. 


The  word  *'  de- 
scendaols"  is 
pable  of  snch  a 
constructioDy 
.as  to  shew  who 
fall  within  the 
.class  which 
that  word  do- 
scribes. 


The  case  of  Pierson  v.  Garnet  (a)  seems  to  be  a  little 
misunderstood,  when  taken  to  establish  the  doctrine,  that 
this  Court  will  not  interpose  in  such  a  case  as  this ;  I  was 
counsel  for  Mr  Pierson  in  that  case,  and  one  great  thing 
we  struggled  for  was,  to  know  to  whom  he  might  give  the 
property;  indeed  my  mind  was  at  that  time  strongly 
impressed  with  the  notion,  thfi):  the  difficulty  of  enabling 
him  to  know  to  whom  he  might  give  the  property  was  an 
objection  to  the  doctrine  of  trusts  being  applied  at  all : 
but  the  decision  was  right  enough,  for  nobody  can  deny, 
that  the  word  '*  descendants"  is  capable  of  such  a  construc- 
tion, as  to  shew  who  fell  within  the  class  which  that 
word  describes  ^ — ^if  I  am  speaking  of  my  descendants 
who  now  are,  or  of  my  descendants  at  the  time  of  my 
death,  no  person  can  doubt  who  they  now  are,  or  who 
they  will  be  at  the  time  of  my  death,  because  they  must 
be  persons  descended  from  me.    Who  is .  my  family  is 


(a)  S  B.  C.  C.  38,  826. 
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another  matter.  The  words  ^  my  rdatioiis*'  or  ^'  my 
descendants"  are  capable  of  construction :  but  the  words 
^^  my  family,'^  in  a  popular  sense,  go  round  in  such  a 
manner  that  we  can  set  no  limit  to  them.  In  that 
case  of  Pierson  v.  Garnet  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
Court  to  interpose  at  all,  because  the  property  was  in  the 
hands  c^  trustees.  The  bill  was  brouj^t  by  Mr.  Pierson 
against  the  trustees  to  compel  them  to  hand  over  the 
property  to  him ;  the  Court  held,  that  Mr.  Pierson  had 
no  right  to  call  for  the  property  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
trustees,  and  that  was  all  which  it  was  necessary  for  the 
Court  to  do,  because  the  right  of  Mr.  Pierson  being  ne- 
gatived, the  trustees  i^ould  preserve  the  property  for 
those  who  were  to  take  it. 


1823. 


WlilGlIT 

Atkths. 


In  the  case  of  Hands  v.  Hands  (a)  the  Court  did  inter- 
pose to  secure  the  property,  and  if  the  Court  will  not 
interpose,  upon  the  groimd  that  the  right  may  be  con- 
troverted on  the  death  of  the  person  in  whom  such  trusts 
are  vested,  the  consequence  appears  to  me  to  be,  that  it  is 
impossible  sufficiently  to  provide  for  the  rights  of  all  par- 
ties, who  may  be  interested  on  the  death  of  such  persons. 


My  opinion  therefore  is,  that  the  defendants  diould  be 
at  liberty  to  cut  the  timber,  in  a  husbandUke  manner, 
giving  security  for  the  value,  or  bringing  the  value  into 
Court;  and  I  cannot  help  thinking,  that  it  is  a  question 
upon  which  I  should  hesitate  a  long  time,  before  I  should 
go  the  length  of  saying,  that  the  person  who  has  the  fee 
^ven  in  this  sort  of  way,  is  not  entitled  to  cut  down 
timber  in  a  husbandlike  manner,  as  a  tenant  in  fee  in  the 
ordinary  management  of  the  property.might  do.  That  is 
the  strong  inclination  of  my  mind :  but  at  the  same  time 
in  a  case  of  this  kind  I  wiU  not  go  &rther  than  to  say, 
that  where  a  decLuon,  which  is  to  bind  others,  can  only 


(4i)  1  T.  &.  437. 
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X«^p  ^  ttiadd  liereafter^  h  Is  tiie  doty  of  the  Court  in  Uit 
piiQf^time  to  keep  the  property  in  such  a  state,  that  when 
It  18  made  out  who  are  the  objects  of  favouraUe  decision. 


Wiuonf 


^******        they  may  have  the  benefit  <rf  it. 


ipp 


The  following  are  the  Minutes  of  the  Order  made  by 
the  Lord  CkanceUor  :*— 

JiOt  the  defendants  Charlotte  Atkyns^  Elixabeth  Ber- 
n^f  and  Thoma»  Trench  Bemey  be  at  liberty  to  cut  down 
the  timber  standing  and  growing  upon  the  premises  in 
question  in  this  cause,  |n  a  husbandlike  manner,  as 
tenant  in  fee,  ^ving  the  plaintiffs  an  account  of  what  is 
felled.  And  let  the  said  defendants  Charlotte  Atky%i$y 
Elizabeth  Barney  and  JTwmas  JVeneh  Bemey  pay  the 
mcm^  to  arise  by  sale  of  the  said  timber^  (the  amount  to 
be  verified  by  affidavit)  into  the  Bank,  with  the  privity  of 
the  Accountant  Genettd  of  this  Couzt,  to  be  tibere  placed 
to  the  credit  of  this  eanse;  and  let  the  said  defendants 
Charlotte  Atkyns,  MKzabeth  Bemey  and  Thomas  Trench 
^erney  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  for  more  «i* 
larged  powers  of  cutting  the  said  timber;  and  let  any 
agent  to  be  appointed  by  the  plaintiffs  have  liberty  fibm 
time  to  time  to  attend,  and  see  that  the  cutting  of  the 
timber  is  proper  according  to  the  meaning  of  this  order. 
And  1^  tiie  plaintiffs  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court 
as  they  may  be  advised.  And  let  the  said  defendants 
(^mrlotte  AtkyiUy  Elizabeth  Bemey  and  Thomas  Trench 
Bemey  be  |Ut  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  to  have  the 
said  money  paid  out  to  th^m,  upon  giving  security  for  the 
«aaie;  and  let  the  said  defendants  Charlotte  Atkyns^ 
Elizabeth  Bemey  and  7%oma8  Trench  Bemey  be  at 
liberty  to  appesl  firom  this  order  to  the  House  ot  LordB> 
fiotwitfastandii^  they  act  under  the  same.  And  this  Court 
does  not  think  fit  to  make  any  other  order  as  to  the  in- 
junction prayed  in  this  cause. . 
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G£ORGE   HARRIS  v.  HENRY   HARRIS. 

HENRY  HARRIS  t;.  GEORGE  HARMS.  ^«r^*  >•/.«• 

g^EORGE  HARRIS  filed  hia  origiiml  b91  «gui»tif^  1,211  and  cro» 
V7  Henry  Harris  on  the  4th  of  Aprit  1832^  but  Uk  bill  be  filed,  the 
conaequeaee  of  a  difficulty  in  finding  the  defendant  the  P>unUff  in  the 
ju^eicroa  was  not  Benred  untU  the  33d  of  September,  and  ar^hul^S^^^ 
was  not  fetiimable  until  the  Gth  of  November  ftdlowing ;  answer,  and  may 
Henry  Hurrie  filed  a  cross  bill  agaiiiet  Qecilrge  Harris  on  moTetostaypro- 

theenauing  8th  of  November,    fieorge  Harris  took  out  «^«<^><>b  in  the 

.  <-      o  cros  cause  till 

two  ofdera  for  tkne  to  aaiwer  the  cross  biU^  and  Henry  ^^^  original  bill ' 
Harris  also  took  out  orders  for  time  to  anawer  the  ori*  is  answered, 
ginal  bill;  but  the  original  cause  being  a  country  cause,  though  the  plain- 
Aid-  the  cross  cause  a  town  cause,  Henr^  Hards  mnild  bill  may lie^i'^ 
kave  been  in  k  (utoation  to  compel  an  aoaver  to  the  cross  ntuation  to  en- 
bill^  before  Oeorge  Harris  could  have  enforced  an  anawer  f^'rce  an  answer 
to  die  orifijnal  IhII.    A  nsntbn  waa  therefore  made  on  the    "^^     .  , 
^  of  ^ge  Harris,  that  the  proceedinga  in  the  cro-  JJuiSL 
cause  might  be  stayed,  till  Henry  Harris,  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  bill 
that  cause,  should  have  fully  answered  the  or^nal  bill.  *p  ™ake  the  rao- 
The  motion  had  been  made  before  the  Fice^Chancellorj  „^"j^7hl  ^been 
and  reliised.  waved,  igr  liis 

having  taken  out 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Glyn  in  support  of  the  motion  ^^  common 
contended,  that  altiiough  the  pfauntiff  in  the  cross  suit  ^^  ^j^^„  y^^ 
might  be  in  a  situation  to  call  for  an  answer  first,  the  cross  bilL 
plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  had  a  right  to  the  first  anawer 
aa  die  reward  of  his  superior  diligence  in  llie  institodon 
of  the  suit;  and  that  he  did  not  wave  his  priority  by 
taking  out  orders  for  time  to  answer  the  cross  bilL 

Mr.  ShaiweU  against  the  motioQ. 
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ins* 


Hakkm 

v. 

HABRXt. 


The  Lord  Chancbllob. 

Cases  may  happen,  in  which  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 
suit  may  suppose  that  he  can  put  in.  his  answer  in  the 
cross  suit,  before  the  expiration  of  the  orders  for  time, 
without  suffering  any  prejudice  from  not  insisting  upon 
the  original  bill  being  first  answered*  It  is  difficult  to 
say  that  taking  out  orders  for  time  amounts  to  an  abso- 
lute waver  of  the  right  to  the  first  answer.  It  does  not 
occur  to  me  that  the  point  has  ever  arisen,  and  I  Should 
wish  therefore  to  be  furnished  with  the  opinion  of  the 
Registrars, — ^Whether  where  the  original  cause  is  a  coun- 
try cause,  and  the  cross  cause  a  town  cause,  the  same 
right  of  priority  obtains  as  where  both  causes  are  df  the 
same  description )  and  whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  ori- 
ginal suit  waves  his  priority  by  taking  out  orders  for 
time  to  answer  in  the  cross  suit. 


MMincs^ 


The  Lord  Chancellor  mentioned  this  motion,  and 
sfdd  that  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  Cfeerge 
HarrU  had  the  right  to  call  upon  Henry  Harris  to  put 
in  his  answer  first,  and  that  the  question  was  whether 
he  had  waved  that  right  ? 


The  Lord  Chancellor* 


tVkrdbS, 


In  this  case  it  was  originally  represented  to  me,  that 
the  Vice^ChancelloT  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Registrars 
had  decided,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit,  by 
moving  in  the  cross  suit  for  a  month's  time  to  answer, 
waved  the  right  to  move,  that  he  should  have  a  mopth's 
time  to  answer  the  cross  bill  after  the  answer  was  put  in 
to  the  original  bill.  It  turns  out  that  that  was  a  mistaken 
representation,  and  that  the  communication  to  the  Ftce^ 
Chancellor  was  made  by  some  of  the  Six  Clerics ; — ^the 
Registrars  are  divided  in  opinion  upon  the  point,  and  so 
fiur  are  the  Six  Clerks  boca  being  agreed  upon  it^  that 
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they  wni  not  issue  process  under  such  drcumstances.'        1899.' 
It  docQ  not  appear  to  me  at  all  inconsistent  with  the 

Haeew 
present  motion,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  has      ,      v. 

asked  for  the  usual  orders  for  time  to  answer  in  the        Barrio  - 

cross  suit ;  he  may  have  given  the  defendant  credit  for 

diligence ;  it  is  clear  he  might  have  made  this  application 

before  he  took  out  the  common  orders  for  time^-^is  he. 

then  to  be  excluded  from  it  because  he  has  been  more 

reasonable  in  the  first  instance?    No  decision  is  to  be 

found  upon  the  point. 


w 

The  Lo&n  Chancellor  said,  he  did  not  think  that  Mm^s. 
any  step  taken  in  the  cross  suit  prevented  the  right  to 
call  for  an  answer  in  the  original  suit,  and  granted  the 
motion. 


BURGES  V.  MAWBEY.  rolis, 

SIR  Joseph  Mawbey  being  seized  of  certain  freehold  j^  iofant  tenant 
and  copyhold  estates,    subject  to   various  charges  in  tail  is  bound 
thereon,  and  to  the  payment  of  several  annuities,  by  his  **^  ^.*®P  ^^^ 
will,  dated  the  11th  of  October  17^2,  gave  and  devised  .^j^j^ij ^1^^.^^ 
the  same,  to  the  use  of  Thomcu  fFood  and  Maurice  Swa-  upon  the  entail- 
bey  their  executors  administrators  and  assigns  for  the  ed  estates, 
term  of  500  years,  upon  trust  to  raise  money  for  the  ..-        "  ,^' 
payment  of  certain  portions  to  Ins  children,  and  also  if  i^  ]^y^  i^^^  Hi^ 
necessary  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  ble  to  keep  down 

after  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  600  years,  the  ^^  "teresl  of 

'        '  the  debts,  al- 

thoagh,  having  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee,  be  had  consented  to  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, bj  which  the  estates  were  vested  in  trustees  for  the  payment  of  the  debtSi 
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Itlta^  ttM  tetftetor  dsviMd  the  piemlflea,  to  the  u«e  of  hk  •on 
JFaaepk  Mmoh^  for  life,  remainder  to  trusteeB  and  their 
heirs  darhig  hia  life  to  preserve  contingent  lemainders, 
JlAwatir.  .  remainder  to  the  nae  of  the  fi^t  and  other  sonaof  the  said 
Jouph  Mcaobey  the  son  aaccesdvely  fai  tail  male,  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  any  other  son  or  sons  of  the  said 
teatator  by  any  future  wife  aoccessiirely  in  tail  male,  re- 
mainder to  the  nse  of  the  first  and  other  daughters  of 
the  Baid[  Joseph  Matobey  the  tern  according  to  seniority 
in  tail  male^  remainder  (after  divers  intetj^osed  estates 
tail  to  other  persons)  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  said 
testator's  own  body,  with  divers  remainders  to  other  per- 
sons in  tail,  with  the  ultimate  remamder  to  the  sidd  tes- 
tator's own  ri^  heirs  for  ever. 

The  testator  by  a  codicil  to  his  will  appointed  his  son, 
the  said  Joseph  Mawbey^  his  sole  executor,  and  on  the 
16th  of  June  1796  he  died,  leaving  the  said  Joseph  Maw- 
bey  the  son,  who  then  became  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey^  his 
heir  at  law. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  testator  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey 
the  son  'proved  his  will,  and  entered  into  possession  of 
the  devised  estates,  and  shortly  afterwards  some  of  the 
creditors  of  tlie  testator  filed  a  bill  to  carry  into  execution 
the  trusts  of  his  will,  and  to  have  the  usual  accounts 
taken  of  his  personal  estate,  and  of , the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  term  of  500  years^  and  in 
the  event  of  the  personal  estate  proving  insufficient  for 
the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  then  to  have  the  de- 
ficiency raised  by  mortgage  or  sale  of  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  aforesaid  term. 

By  the  decree  made  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  on 
the  2nd  of  May  1796,  the  will  of  the  testator  was  esta- 
Uiflhed,  the  aeccmnts  prayed  by  the  bill  were  directed, 
and  it  was  ordered  that^  in  case  the  personal  estate  of  the 
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testator  should  not  be  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  hia  \9^% 

debts,  the  Master  should  enquire  whether  the  deficiency 
could  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  said  term  of  500  years.  Mawbbt. 

On  the  1 3th  of  June  1804  the  Master  made  his  report, 
and  tiiereby  certified,  that  there  would  be  a  deficiency 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  to  the  amount  of  45,000/.  or  thereabouts ;  and  that 
he  was  of  opinion,  that  such  deficiency  could  not  be  raised 
by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
term,  and  he  submitted  to  the  Court,  that  such  deficiency 
could  not  be  raised  without  the  interposition  of  the  Legis- 
lature,  authorising  a  sale  of  the  fee  simple  of  such  parts 
of  the  testator's  estates,  as  would  be  sufficient  for  raising 
such  deficiency. 

Tlie  cause  was  heard  on  further  directions  on  the  4th 
of  December  1804,  and  was  then  ordered  to  stand  over 
until  an  application  should  be  made  for  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment^ for  authorising  a  sale  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  tes- 
tator's estates  comprised  in  the  t^in  of  500  years,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  should  be  necessary  /or  raising  so  much 
money,  as  the  testator's  personal  estate  should  be  deficient 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies.  An  act  of 
parliament  was  accordingly  obtained  in  the  year  1805, 
by  which  the  estates  comprised  in  the  said  term  were 
vested  in  the  said  jniamcu  Wood  and  Maurice  Swabey 
and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell ;  and  it  was  enacted, 
that  the  purchase  monies  should  be  paid  into  the  Bank, 
to  be  applied  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery^  in  satisfaction  of  the  claims  and  demands  upon  the 
estate  of  the' testator. 

Previous  to  the  month  of  Atigust  1808,  a  large  portion 
of  the  d^bts  due  from  the  testator  were  paid  off,  partly 
Vou  I.  N 
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by  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey  the  son  out  of  his  own  monies, 
and  partly  by  means  of  a  sale  made  under  the  aforesaid 
act  of  parliament ;  and  on  the  10th  of  August  1808^  an 
order  was  made  in  the  cause,  upon  the  petition  of  the 
plaintiffs^  whereby,  amongst  other  things,  it  was  ordered, 
that  the  Master  should  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court, 
what  was  due  to  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey  the  son,  in  respect 
of  interest  paid  by  him  on  any  of  the  said  testator's  debts, 
or  on  accoimt  of  the  debts  of  the  testator  paid  by  him  or 
otherwise ;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Sir 
•Joseph  Mawhey  the  son  should  be  admitted  a  creditor  on 
the  testator's  estate  for  so  much  as  should  appear  due  to 
him  as  aforesaid,  and  that  so  much  of  the  estates  com* 
prised  in  the  said  act  of  parliament,  as  should  be  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  paying  what  should  be  found  due 
to  him  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey  the  son,  should  be 
sold  pursuant  to  the  said  act. 


Before  any  proceedings  under  this  order  were  com- 
pleted, and  on  the  27th  of  August  1817,  Sir  Joseph  Maw* 
hey  the  son  died,  without  ever  having  had  any  male  issue, 
leaving  two  daughters  only,  Emily  Mawhey  and  jSma 
Maria  Mawhey ^  and  having  by  a  codicil  to  his  will  ap<^ 
pointed  his  wife  Lady  Mawhey  to  be  his  sole  executrix. 
Upon  the  death  of  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey  the  son,  Emily ,  his 
eldest  daughter^  (who  was  then  an  infant)  became  tenant 
in  tail  of  the  devised  estates ;  she  died  on  the  25th  of 
March  1819,  without  having  been  married,  and  be£of« 
she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  Upon  her 
deaths  her  sister  Anna  Maria  Mawhey  became  tenant  in 
tail  of  tiie  said  estates  \  she  intermarried  with  Jokn  IvaU 
Brisco  on  the  25th  of  September  1819,  and  attained  her 
age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the  25th  of  March  1822. 


Subsequently  to  the  order  of  the  10th  of  August  1806, 
other  sales  were  made  under  the  aforesaid  act  of  parlui- 
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ment;  and  parts  of  the  purchase  monies  arising  therefrom         1S23. 

were  received  by  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son.  in  ^-^*v*^^ 
his  lifetime^  and  by  the  said  Lady  Mawbey  after  his  ^ 

decease.  Mawbby, 

The  original  cause  was  revived  after  the  death  of  Sir 
Joseph  Mawbey  the  son,  and  by  a  decretal  order,  dated 
the  12tti  of  March  1901^  it  was  amongst  other  things 
ordered,  that  the  Master  should  enquire  and  state  to  the 
Court,'  what  was  due  to  Lady  Mawbey,  the  executrix  of 
the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son,  in  respect  of  interest 
paid  by  her,  or  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son,  on 
any  of  the  debts  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the 
elder,  or  in  discharge  of  the  principal  of  such  debts ;  and 
it  was  ordered,  that  the  said  Lady  Mawbey  should  be  at 
liberty  to  retidn  the  purchase  monies  received  by  her,  and 
by  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son  as  aforesaid,  in 
part  satisfaction  of  what  the  Master  should  find  due  to 
her  from  the  estate  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the 
&tber,  and  that  she  should  be  admitted  a  creditor  on  the 
estate  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  father,  for  so 
much  as  the  said  Master  should  find  to  be  due  to  her; 
and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  so  much  of  the  estates 
comprised  in  the  siuid  act  of  parliament,  as  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  rabe  what  should  be  found  due  to  Lady  Mawbey, 
should  be  sold,  pursuant  to  the  said  act. 

The  Master  made  his  report,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
decretal  order,  on  the  1st  of  Jwie  1821 ;'  and  the  report 
was  absolutely  confirmed  by  an  order  dated  the  3d  of 
the  same  month  of  June, 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  a  petition  of  re-hearing, 
presented  by  the  said  John  Jvatt  Brisco  and  Anna  Maria 
his  wife ;  the  petition  stated,  diat  the  petitioneffl  were 
advised,  that  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son,  as 
teoMit  ior  life  of  tbe  saSd  estates,  waa  boutfd  during 

NS 
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1 823.  life,  and  that  the  said  Emily  Mawbey  his  eldest  daughter, 

as  tenant  in  tail  of  the  said  estates,  was  bound  during  her 
Kfe,  to  pay  and  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  debts  of 
"Mavbey.  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  father,  which  by  his  will 
were  charged  upon  the  said  estates  and  premises;  and 
that  therefore  so  much  of  the  said  order  of  the  10th  of 
Jlugiist  1808,  as  directed  that  the  Master  should  enquire 
and  state  to  the  Court  what  was  due  to  Sir  Joseph  Metw- 
bey  the  son,  in  respect  of  interest  paid  by  him  on  any  of 
the  said  testator's  debts  was  erroneous,  and  that  so  much 
t)f  the  sidd  decretal  order  of  the  12th  of  March  1821,  as 
directed  that  the  eaid  Master  should  enquire  and  state  to 
the  Court  what  was  due  to  Lady  Mawbey  in  respect  of 
interest  paid  by  her,  or  by  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey 
the  son,  on  any  of  the  debts  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mato- 
bey  the  father,  was  in  like  manner  erroneous. 

The  petition  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  it  appeared 
by  the  Master's  report  of  the  1st  of  June  1821,  that  Lady 
Mawbey  had  been  admitted  a  creditor  for  6850/.  in  respect 
X)f  interest  upon  the  debts  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Matvbey 
the  father,  paid  by  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son, 
or  by  her  the  said  Lady  Mawbey  a£ter  his  decease,  and 
insisted,  that  the  said  sum  of  6850/.  ought  to  have  been 
paid  out  a!  the  rents  and  prc^ts  of  the  said  estates,  re- 
ceived by  or  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey 
the  son,  during  his  life,  and  of  the  said  Emily  Mawbey 
after  his  death,  and  ought  not  to  be  charged  upon,  or  to 
be  raised  by  sale  oi  the  said  estates. 

The  petition  therefore  prayed,  that  the  order  of  the  3d 
of  June  1821,  confirmmg  the  Master's  said  report  migfat 
be  discharged;  and  that  the  cause  might  be  reheard^  as  to 
so  much  of  the  decrees  of  the  10th  of  August  1808,  and 
the  12th  of  March  1821,  as  was  thereinbefore  com- 
plained of,  and  as  to  the  allowance  to  Lady  Mawbey  of 
'interest  paid  or  accrued  upon  the  debts  dl  Sir  Joseph 
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Hawbey  the  father^  at  any  time  before  the  death  of  the  1823. 

said  Emily  Mcnvbey  ;  and  that  the  Master  might  be  di- 
rected to  review  his  report  of  the  1st  of  June  1821  as  to 
liuch  allowance  of  interest,  (a)  Mawbby. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Bickersteth  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  ^gar  and  Mr.  Moore  for  Lady  Mawhejf, 

The  Mcater  of  the  Rolls,  after  recapitulating  the-  facts 
of  the  case^  and  observing,  that  the  will  of  Sir  Joseph 
Mawhey  the  &ther  was  imperfectly  set  out  in  the  plead- 
ings, and  that  it  contained  a  recital  of  a  settlement,  by 
which  it  appeared,  that  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son  had 
considerable  other  property,  besides  the  estates  ,;(vhich 
formed  the  subject  of  the  suit,  proceeded  in  the  following 
manner. 

This  cause  has  been  reheard  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties,  for  the  sake  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
as  to  the  principle  upon  which  the  accounts  should  be 
taken.  The  petitioners  contend,  that  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey 
the  son,  as  tenant  for  life,  and  his  eldest  daughter,  as 
tenant  in  tiul,  were  respectively  bound  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  the  debts.  The  questions  therefore  affect^ 
first,  the  tenant  for  life,  secondly,  the  tenant  in  tail. 

First,  With  respect  to  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey  the  son,  te^ 
nant  for  life ;  it  is  not  contended,  that  if  he  had  paid  the 
principal  of  the  debts,  he  would  not  have  been  a  creditor 
on  the  estate  jCTTO  tanto  ;  but  it  is  said,  that  in  paying  the 
interest,  he  only  did  what  he  was  bound  to  do,  and 
therefore  had  no  claim  to  charge  the  estate  for  the  in- 


(a)  There  was  no  representa-  UDdertaktng  to  take  out  adnii- 
tive  of  £ni%  Afayvdcy  before  the  nistratio'n  to  her  the  causa  wa» 
Court,  but  upon  Lady  Mawkey^s     permitted  to  proceed. 
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V. 

Mawbey. 


Tenant  for  life  is 
bound  to  keep 
down  the  interest 
of  debts,  but 
being  an  heir  at 
law  not  other- 
wise provided 
for,  is,  as  against 
the  remainder- 
man, entitled  to 
maintenance. 


terest  which  he  so  paid.    One  thing  is  quite  clear^  that  as 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  creditors  there  could 
be  no  question ;  the  creditors  might  take  the  whole  of  the 
rents  and  profits ;  whatever  right  the  tenant  for  life  has  to 
any  part  of  them^  arises  from  the  equity  subsisting  be- 
tween him  and  the  remainder-man.     The  principle    is 
clear,  the  tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  keep  down  the  in- 
terest of  the  debts,  beyond  that,  as  between  him  and  the 
remainder-man,   he  is  bound  to  do  nothing;  and  after 
paying  the  creditors  the  interest  of  their  debts,  he  may 
put  the  surplus  of  the   rents  and  profits  into  his  own 
pocket.    It  would  be  quite  idle,  at  this  time  of  day,  to 
cite  authorities  in  support  of  that  principle ;  it  is  taken 
for  granted  iii  all  the  cases,  from  Lord  Hardwicke  down 
to  th»  present  time.    Revel  v.  JFatkinson^  (a)  Trcuy  v. 
Hereford^  {b)  Lord  Penrhyn  v.  Hughes,  (c)    Bertie  v. 
Lord  Abingdon,  {d)     Generally  speaking  therefore,  it  is 
perfectly  clear,  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  keep 
down  the  interest;   it  has  been    attempted  however  to 
distinguish  this  case  by  two  circumstances;  First  it  is 
said,  that  Sir  J,  Mawhey  the  son  was  not  bare  tenant  for 
life,  but  having  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee,  and  con- 
senting to  the  act  of  Parliament,  he  was  entitled  to  fitvour. 
The  answer  to  that  argument  is,  that  his  ultimate  remain- 
der in  fee  was  worth  nothing ;  the  estate  was  given  to  so 
many,  intermediate  persons  in  tail,  that  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder could  add  no  value  to  his  life  estate.  The  second 
ground  upon  which  it  has  been  argued  that  Sir  Joseph 
Mawbey  the  son  was  entitled  to  favour  is,  that  being  the 
eldest  son,  he  was  entitled  to  maintenance  as  against  the 
remainder-man ;  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the  heir  at  law, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  is,  as  against  the  remainder- 
man, entitled  to  a  provision;  but  it  is  not  stated  in  any 
part  of  the  pleadings^  that  Sir  Joseph  Mawhey  the  son 
was  unprovided  for,  nor  is  there  the  least  shadow  of  a 

(a)  I  Veg.  9S.  (e)  6  Ves.  99. 

(»)  %  Bro.  199.  (d)  S  ICeriv.  §60. 
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groimd  even  for  an  inquiry  as  to  that  point.    These  two  1823. 

grounds  then  failings  this  is  no  more  than  the  ordinary 

case  of  tenant  for  life,  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest^ 

and  the  decree  complained  of  is  so  far  erroneous.  Mawbby. 

The  second  question  respects  a  smaller  sum^  but  is  a 
question  of  more  difficulty;  Emily  Mawbey^  the  eldest 
daughter  of  Sir  Joseph  Mawbey,  succeeded  to  him^  and 
enjoyed  the  estates  for  two  years,  during  all  which  time 
she  was  an  infant.  The  question  is,  whether  she  was 
bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  debts.  It  is 
of  great  importance  to  settle  the  point,  as  it  is  one  which 
may  frequently  arise ;  there  is  an  opposition  of  great  au- 
thorities on  the  subject ;  of  Lord  Talbot  in  1734,  and 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  17^2,  but  after  carefully  looking  at 
the  case,  I  have  satisfied  my  own  mind  that  there  can 
be  no  doubt. 

First  as  to  the  principle.  The  ground  why  an  adult 
tenant  in  tail  is  not  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of 
debts  is,  because  he  is  in  fact  the  owner  of  the  estate, 
and  the  remainder-man  is  at  his  mercy.  Against  an  adult 
tenant  in  tail  therefore,  the  remainder  man  has  no  equity. 
The  question  is  only  as  to  an  infant  tenant  in  tail.  Now 
aa  to  the  power  of  an  infant  tenant  in  tail  to  suffer  a  re- 
eorery,  it  has  been  said,  that  he  may  obtain  a  privy  seal  to 
enable  him  to  do  so ;  as  a  matter  of  curiosity  I  have  looked 
into  this  subject ;  it  is  a  sbgular  mode  of  application  to  the 
King,  for  a  recommendation  to  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  to  permit  the  infant  to  suffer  a  recovery ; 
yet  it  is  lud  down,  that  it  is  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Judges  whether  they  will  permit  it;  and  it  is  a  question 
whether  such  a  recovery  is  not  reversible  in  error.  In  2 
Salk.  567*  Sir «/.  St.  Albans^  case,  several  precedents 
were  cited  j  but  the  Judges  disallowed  the  privy  seal,  (c) 

(a)  See  1  Ld.  Raym.  1 13.   lA*  Newport  v.  Sir  Henrjf  MUimayr 

Cro.  Car,  307. 
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That  is  the  latest  authority  on  the  subject^  and  in  Mr. 
Cruise's  Digest  (a)  it  is  stated,  that  the  practice  of  privy 
seals  is  now  disused,  and  that  private  acts  of  parliament 
are  universally  substituted  in  their  stead,  {b)  If  therefore 
the  principle  is,  that  an  adult  tenant  in  tail  is  favoured, 
because  he  can  make  the  estate  his  own,  an  infant  tenant 
in  tail  cannot  be  put  upon  the  same  footing,  because  he 
cannot  make  the  estate  his  own. 


Next  vrith  respect  to  authorities ;  they  are  directly  to 
the  contrary ;  the  &st  indeed  is  primd  facie  in  favour  of 
the  infant :  it  is  that  of  Chaplin  v.  Chaplin  {c)  by  Lord 
Talbot.  The  expressions  of  Lord  Talbot  are  general,  nor 
does  he  advert  to  the  distinction  between  adults  and  in- 
fants tenants  in  tail,  but  it  was  the  case  of  an  infant. 
Opposed  however  to  that  case  is  another  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  which  is  exactly  in  point ;  Sergison  v.  Sealey  (d) 
has  always  been  considered  a  leading  case  on  the  subject, 
^i^<L^^  r^  .po.  wkiithe  Court  i.«'p«: 
ceed ;  there  are  a  diversity  of  reports  of  that  case ;  the 
report  in  Atkyns  is  deficient  in  dates  and  circumstances, 
which  have  been  supplied  in  a  great  measure  by  Mr. 
Sanders  from  the  Registrar's  books.  I  thought  however 
that  it  would  be  a  satisfaction  to  the  bar  to  ascertain  the 
correctness  of  that  case  from  the  notes  of  Lord  Hard" 
ivicke,  I  therefore  applied  to  the  present  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  and  although  I  have  not  been  able  to  obtain  any 
note  by  Lord  Hardwicke  himself,  I  have  been  favoured 
by  his  family  with  two  MSS.  reports  of  the  case.  I  have 
compared  these  reports  with  Mr.  Sanders*  extracts  from 
the  Registrar's  book,  and  find  that  they  correspond  nearly 
as  to  dates,  and  exactly  as  to  family.  In  one  thing  all 
the  reports  concur,  namely,  that  Lord  Hardwicke  did 


(a)  Vol.  V.  432. 

{b)  That  the  practice  of  privy 
seals,  although  disused,  is  still 
to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 


law  of  the  land.  See  Doe  v.  Amc- 
tffffg-,  9  B.  and  A.  441. 

(c)  3  P.  Wins.  2«9» 

{d)  %  Atk.  41(L 
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apply  the  rents  and  profits  to  keep  down  the  interest. 
This  case^  and  that  of  Chaplin  v.  ChfxpUn,  are  mentioned 
in  several  cases.  In  Ameshury  v.  Braum,  (a)  though  on  a 
different  question,  Lord  Hardwicke  adverts  to  both  these 
cases ;  after  mentioning  the  case  of  Sergison  v.  Cruise, 
which  is  the  same  case  as  Sergison  v.  Sealey,  he  adds, 
'^  Chaplin  V.  Chaplin  is  said  to  be  determined  differently ; 
but  I  do  not  know  whether  they  agree  in  circumstances, 
which  may  make  a  difference.'^  So  that  he  does  not  seem 
to  think  that  his  own  decision  was  at  all  broken  in  upon.  In 
Jones  V.  Morgan  {hy  the  general  doctrine  as  laid  down  by 
Lord  Hardwicke  is  recognized  by  Lord  Thurloio,  and  in 
fFare  v.  Polhill  (e)  Lord  JEldon  states  the  rule  in  the  same 
way.  In  Bertie  r.  Lord  Abingdon  {d)  it  is  well  known  that 
the  question  arose  between  the  real  and  personal  represen- 
tatives between  whom  there  could  be  no  equity,  but  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  says,  ^^  there  could  be  no  question 
as  to  the  obligation  of  an  infant  tenant  in  tail  to  keep 
down  the  interest  as  against  the  remainder-man." 


1833. 


BVBGKS 
0. 

BfAVBC-r. 


Under  this  review  of  the  subject,  the  case  of  Sergi- 
son V.  Sealey  has  not  been  shaken,  and  therefore  must 
govern  tlus.  Lord  Haerdwicke  in  adverting  to  the  case  of 
Chaplin  V.  Chaplin  said  there  might  be  a  difference  of 
circumstances ;  I  think  there  is,  though  a  very  slight  one. 
The  infant  tenant  in  t£ul,  having  suffered  the  interest  to 
fall  into  arrear,  died  just  before  he  came  of  age,  leaving  a 
personal  estate,  and  Lord  Talbot  was  asked  to  order  the 
executors  to  pay  the  arrears  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
Lord  Talbot  refused  to  do  it.  And  in  Sergison  v.  Sealey 
Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  the  interest  should  not  be 
paid  out  of  the  personal  estate,  but  that  the  rents  and 
profits  were  the  fund  out  of  which  the  guardian  should 
have  paid  the  interest.  If  that  does  not  reconcile  these 
two  cases,  I  think  the  point  is  decided  by  Sergison  v» 


(a)  1  Ves.  479. 
{b)  1  Bro.  SOS. 


(c)  1 1  Vcs.  S67. 
(lO  3  MeriT.  560. 
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Seaky.  The  petitioner^  have  therefore  made  out  both 
their  grounds.  The  direction  as  to  the  tenant  for  life 
and  his  infant  daughter  were  both  irregular;  and  the  mo- 
ther and  guardian  of  tlie  daughter  ought  to  have  applied 
the  rents  and  profits^  in  keeping  down  the  interest  of  the 
debts. 


JUa^  s. 


STEVENS  V.  GUPPY. 


Where  the  en- 
rolment of  a  de- 


M"; 


LOVAT  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  moved,  to 
vacate  the  enrobnent  of  the  decree  pronounced  at 
suror'ze  the  ^®  Rolls  in  this  cause,  under  the  following  circumstances. 
Court  will  vacate  which  appeared  upon  admissions  made  by  the  solicitors  of 
i^  both  parties. 


On  the  30th  of  March  1822  the  decree  was  pronounced, 
and  on  the  6th  of  December  in  the  same  year  the  plaintiff 
presented  a  petition  of  rehearing ;  the  order  for  rehear- 
ing was  dated  on  the  following  day,  and  was  entered  with 
the  Registrar  and  served  upon  the  12th  of  J}ecember. 
The  decree  was  enrolled  upon  the  10th  of  December*  Pre- 
vious to  the  month  of  December  several  conversations 
had  taken  place  between  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  in  which  intimation  had  been  given  of  the 
plaintiff's  intention  to  appeal  from  the  decree,  and  in  a 
conversation  which  passed  a  few  days  before  the  petition 
of  rehearing  was  presented,  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff 
bad  informed  the  solicitor  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
petition  was  prepared,  to  which  the  latter  had  answered 
by  desiring  that  no  time  might  be  lost  in  present- 
ing it. 
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The  motion  was  made  for  the  pmpose  of  lettiilg  m  the         1899. 
plaintiff  to  appeal  from  the  decree^  which  was  pronounced 
upon  the  merits.  v. 


Mr.  Lov(U  in  support  of  the  motion  argued,  that  where 
tiie  enroknent  of  a  decree  was  a  surprize.upon  theoppo* 
site  party,  the  Court  would  vacate  it,  and  cited  Kemp  ▼• 
Squire  J  (a)  Anon.  1  Vem.  131. 

Mr.  Rondlly  against  the  motion  insisted,  .that  the  en- 
rolment of  a  decree  could  only  be  prevented  by  a  caoeai 
being  entered,  and  that  even  if  a  case  of  surprize  was 
made  out,  the  Court  would  not  vacate  the  enrolment 
where  the  decree  was  made  upon  the  merits*  ^  .Charman 
V.  CAarman.  (b) 

The  Lord  Chancbixoe. 

It  is  not  attempted  to  be  intimated  that  there  is  any 
intention  of  delay  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  I  have  no 
difficulty  in  saying  that  it  is  a  surprize,  if  the  party  enrol- 
ling the  decree  has  said  that,  which  might  lead  the  other 
party  to  believe,  that  the  decree  would  not  be  enrolled. 

The  order  was  made  for  vacating  the  enrolment. 

(•)  1  Yes.  Seo.  S05.  {f)  16  Tek  116. 


Chrrrv* 
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-S,  PHT  ..  PITT. 

May  6. 
Feme  sole  makes  TN  the  month  of  June  1784  the  plaintifiF,  who  was  then 
a  mortgage,  and  JL  unmarried^  assigned  a  leasehold  house^  to  which  she 

«u       ^      was  entitled  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  98  years,  to 
nes}  toe  moit-  '        ' 

gage  is  then  Henry  Maddock  by  way  of  mortgage  for  securing  the 
transferred,  and  gum  of  220/.  and  interest ;  in  1797  the  plaintiff  inter- 
the  husband  joins  carried  with  John  Pitt,  and  in  November  1809,  by  an 
and  covenants  to  "^denture  of  that  date,  made  between  Elizabeth  Robinson 
pay  the  money,  (in  whom  the  mortgage  was  then  vested)  of  the  first  part, 
During  the  co-  j^/m  Pitt  and  the  plaintiff  his  wife  of  the  second  part,  and 
bMd  b '  ^uS  ^^^^'^  FullweU  of  the  third  part,  the  mortgaged  premises 
payments  out  of  were  assigned  to  Sarah  Fullwelly  for  the  then  residue  of 
his  own  property  the  said  term  of  98  years,  subject  to  redemption  pn  pay- 
reduces  the  mo-  ^^^^  Y^  j^f^^  pf^^  ^^^  U^g  plaintiff  his  wife  their  execu- 
ney  due  upon  the 
mortease;byhis  ^^  administrators  and  assigns,  to  Sarah  FullweU  her 

will  he  makes  a    executors  administrators  or  assigns,  of  the  said  sum  of 

disposition  of  the  220/.  and  interest;  it  did  not  appear  by  the  pleadings, 

mo  gaged  pre-    ^^^  .^  ^^^^  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  this  indenture  con- 

mises,  and  dies  , 

in  the  lifetime  of  tained  a  covenant  by  John  Pitt  for  the  repayment  of  the 

his  wife;  upon  a  mortgage  money.  John  Pitt  died  in  October  1820,  and 
bill  by  the  wife,  ^^  y^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  jg^j^  ^f  ^^^  month,  appointed 
who  claimed  to       ^  L       ,        ,  -  ^     irr 

be  entitled  by       ^^  plaintiff  and  John  Pitt  one  of  the  defendants  to  be 

survivorship,  to  his  executors,  and  disposed  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 

redeem  the  mort-  ^nd  of  the  general  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  the 

dm  t'       as  following  terms :  **  I  give  my  leasehold  house  wherein  I 

decreed  upon  the  reside,  and  all  my  effects  and  personal  estate  whatsoever, 

terms,  that  the  unto  my  wife  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  subject  as 

husband's  estate  ^  ^^  j^^^g^  ^  g^^h  ^^  ^f  money  as  shall  be  due  on 
should  stand  in  ^  i.         i  i  . 

the  place  of  the  ^^^  secunty  thereof,  and  to  the  rents  and  covenants  con* 

mortgagee,  for  tained  in  the  original  lease  thereof;  and  after  her  de- 
the  sums  paid  by  cease,  I  give  my  said  leasehold  house  and  personal  estate 
own  proverty  in  ^  ^^  ^^  children,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them/* 
reduction  of  the  During  the  coverture  several  payments  were  made  by  the 
mortgage  debt. 
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husband  out  of  his  own  property  which  effected  a  consi-^  1823. 

deiable  reduction  in  the  money  due  upon  the  mortgage.  ^ 

V. 

The  phuntiff,  stating  these  facts^  and  aUeging  by  the  ^*"' 

bill  that  17  guineas  only  remained  due  upon  the  mortgage, 
insisted,  that  upon  the  death  of  her  husband  the  leasehold 
premises  in  question  survived  to  her  as  her  absolute  pro- 
perty, and  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  she  was 
alone  entitled  to  the  said  leasehold  premises,  or  to  the 
equity  of  redemption  thereof,  and  that  she  might  be  let 
in  to  redeem  the  same  upon  payment  of  what  upon  an 
account  to  be  taken  shoidd  be  found  to  be  due  for  prin- 
cipal and  interest  on  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  said 
leasehold  premises  might  be  re-assigned,  and  the  deeds 
relating  thereto  delivered  up  to  her  accordingly. 

The  defendants  John  Pitt  and  Lucy  Pitt  Sarah  Pitt 
and  Diana  Pitt,  the  children  of  the  testator  John  Pitty 
by  their  answer  submitted,  that  the  testator  having  out  of 
his  own  proper  monies  paid  off  the  whole  of  the  mort- 
gage money,  excepting  the  sum  of  VJL  \7s.y  the  plaintiff 
did  not  become  entitled  by  survivorship  to  the  said  lease- 
hold premises,  or  the  equity  of  redemption  thereof,  as  her 
own  absolute  property,  but  only  to  an  estate  for  life 
therein  under  the  will  of  the  said  testator,  and  that  the 
acts  done  by  the  testator  amounted  to  a  reduction  into 
possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises ;  but  in  case  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  mortgaged  premises  by  way  of  survivorship,  they 
submitted,  that  as  the  children  of  the  testator  they  were 
entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagees  of  the 
premises  for  such  part  of  the  mortgage  money  as  the  tes- 
tator should  be  found  to  have  paid  off. 

The  mortgagees  stated  in  their  answer  that  they  were 
wUling  to  be  redeemed,  but  that  they  had  received  a  no- 
tice from  the  children  of  the  testator  alleging,  that  he  had 
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I993f        reduced  the  mortgi^^e  into  poteession,  and  was  the  aboo^ 
^*^**^^       lute  owner  of  it>  and  that  they  had  the  right  to  redeem. 

n. 

PiCT»  In  jj^„^  1822  ^  decree  wag  pronounced^  by  which'  it 

was  dechured  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  redeem,  and 
an  aceount'Was  directed.  The  cause  now  came  on  to  be 
reheard  by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Bmtpell  for  the  plaintiff. 

As  the  husband  had  the  absolute  interest  in  the  eqoi^ 
of  redemption,  subject  only  to  the  wife's  claim  by  sur- 
vivorship^ he  must  be  considered  to  have  pidd  off  the  in* 
cumbranoe  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate;  the  case  is  analo- 
gous to  that  of  a  tenant  in  tail  paying  off  an  incumbrance, 
which  is  an  equivocal  act,  and  the  law  presumes  that  he 
does  so  foi^  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  till  the  contrary  is 
shewn  by  some  declaration  of  his  intention  to  laeep  the 
charge  subsisting. 

Mr.  Norton^  for  the  defendants  the  children  of  the 
testator,  ci^tAKirkham  v.  Smithy  {ti)  Bogoi  v.  Oughian^ih) 
and  Xettfi^  v.  Nough.  (c) 

The  Mastbb  of  Mi0  Roixs; 

The  defendants  have,  not  persevered  in  resisting  the 
right  of  thephuntiff  to  redeem,  or  in  insisting,  as  they  did 
by  the  pleadingsi  that  acts  were  done  by  the  husband  in 
his  lifetime  suffident  to  reduce  this  chattel  into  pos- 
session :  but  they  havte  contended,  that  admitting  no  act 
was  doneby^the  husband  sufficient  to  reduce  this  chattd 
into  possession,  there  is  still  an  equity  on  the  pait  of  his 
estate  to  be  reimbursed  the  payments  made  in  his  lifetime 

(c)  I  Yte.  S5S.  («)  AmU.  ISO. 

d)  IP.Wbhl  Stti; 
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in  reduction  of  the  mortgage  debt.    The  mortgage  money 
was  reduced  by  advances  made  by  the  husband  out  of  his 
own  property^  and  by  gradual  payments  he  effected  the 
reduction  stated  in  the  pleadings.    Then  comes  the  ques- 
tion— ^forwhat  purpose  did  he  do  this?    Because  in  all  In  all  cases  where 
cases  where  money  is  pwd  off  by  individuals^  not  having  ™oo«yw  paid  off 
an  absolute  permanent  interest  in  the  premises^  the  court  nothaTioe  an  b- 
looks  at  the  intention;  for  instance,  where  a  tenant  in  solute perroanent 
tail  pays  off  an  incumbrance,  prima  facie  he  is  considered  interest  in  the 
as  disencumbering  the  estate,  but  still  the  court  thinks  F«™*Ms,Uie 
itself  at  liberty  to  look  at  the  intention.    In  Kirkham  v.  y^^  intention. 
Smith  the  tenant  in  tail  had  paid  off  a  charge  upon  the 
estate  amounting  to  5800/. ;  he  had  taken  no  assignment 
of  the  debt,  and  there  was  nothing  distinctly  to  shew  any 
intention  on  his  part  to  keep  alive  the  charge,  and  yet, 
he  having  considered  the  estate  as  his  own,  the  Court 
took  upon  itself  to  say  he  ought  to  be  reimbursed ;  that 
is  a  strong  case  to  shew  what  is  the  criterion  of  the  in- 
tention.    In  this  case  consider  the  situation  of  the  hus- 
band :  he  had  not  the  absolute  interest  in  the  property, 
he  was  not  sure  that  it  would  become  his  own,  but  it  may 
furly  be  inferred  from  his  will  that  he  had  persuaded  him- 
self that  it  was  his  own ;  his  will  leads  one  strongly  to 
believe,  that  there  wdB  an  impression  upon  his  mind,  that 
he  had  done  sufficient  to  render  this,  which  was  once  the 
chattel  of  his  wife,  his  own  5  if  he  had  survived  he  would 
have  had  it  absolutely,  but  he  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
wife  she  became  entitled ;  the  question  is — what  under  • 
these  circumstances  is  the  true  equity  ?     It  is  said  that 
by  the  marriage  the  wife's  debt  was  transferred  to  the 
husband,  and  in  the  next  place,  thait  he  has  by  covenant 
imposed  upon  himself  the  obligation  to  pay ;  with  respect 
to  the  last  point,  the  case  of  Bagoi  v.  Oughtan  shews 
that  the  covenant  to  pay  is  not  decisive;  that  case  is  not 
exactly  similar  to  the  present,  because  there  the  question 
wasy — whether  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  out  of 
the  husband's  assets  could  be  compelled  here  the  party  is 
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o. 
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filing  a  bill  to  redeem,  and  it  is  insisted,  that  coming  to 
redeem  she  ought  to  do  equity,  and  consider  what  her 
original  right  was,  and  that  it  was  by  her  husband's  acts 
that  this  mortgage  money  was  reduced.  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  direct  case  in  point,  but  upon  the  general 
principle  which  I  have  stated,  I  think  there  is  sufficient  to 
authorise  the  Court  to  say,  that  this  family  should  be  per- 
mitted  to.  have  the  benefit  of  the  sum  which  the  husband 
has  paid  out  of  his  own  estate,  and  that  the  redemption 
ought  to  be  upon  the  terms,  that  the  family  be  permitted 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  for  the  amount  in 
which  the  husband  has  reduced  the  debt. 


1882. 
November  20. 

182S. 

January  23, 

•Vdjf  6. 

A  defendant  who 
has  put  in  three 
insufficient  an- 
swers, and  is  in 


FARQUHARSON  v.  BALFOUR. 

THE  bill  in  this  cause  prayed,  that  the  plaintiff  might 
be  let  in  to  redeem  certain  plantations  and  estates 
in  the  West  Indies,  of  which  it  was  represented  that  the 
custody  for  want  defendant  had  been  for  a  long  time  in  possession  as  mort- 
of  a  fourth,  is  gagee,  and  it  called  for  a  discovery  of  the  deeds  accounts 
..   .         .  books  of  account  invoices  bills  of  lading  plantation-books 

diately  on  filing   letters  notes  memorandums  papers  and  writings,  relating 
the  fourth        ,  to  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  the  crops  and  produce 

*"^''     -     ,.   thereof,  arid  the. consignments  made  therefrom,  and  re- 
After  a  fourth  ^  °  -^  i-i, 
answer  reported    quired  the  defendant  to  set  forth,  whether  he  had  the 

insufficient,  it  is  same  then,  and  if  not  then,  whether  he  had  the  sama 

a  motion  of         formerly,  and  if  formerly,  when  last  in  his  possesion 
course,  that  the         ^    ..  ' 

defendant  sh«ll     custody  or  power. 

be  examined  upon  interrogatories  and  stand  committed. 

The  interrogatories  are  to  he  settled  by  the  Master,  and  must  >  go  directly  to  tbe 
points  to  which  the  exceptions  are  sustained. 

The  defendant,  instead  of  putting  in  a  written  examination  to  the  interrogatories., 
is  to  be  examined  personally  upon  them  by  the  Master. 
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Hie  defendant  by  his  first  answer  stated,  that  by  inden-  1823. 

tores  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  the  5th  and       ^^^v^ 
6th  of  4im7 1799,  he  conveyed  the  plantations  and  estates     F^*^™***®" 
in  question,  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  then  partners  in  trade,        BALrovm. 
in  consideration  of  120,000/.,  payable  by  several  uistal* 
ments,  and  that  by  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
dated  respectively  the  9th  and  10th  of  the  same  month  of 
Aprily  the  said  plaintiff  and  his  partners,  reconveyed  the 
same  plantations  and  estates  to  him  the  defendant  in*fee, 
by  way  of  mortgage  for  securing  the  due  payment  of  the 
said  several  instalments.    The  defendant  further  stated,  * 

that  the  plaintiff  and  his  partners  paid  the  first  instal- 
ment of  the  purchase  money,  but  that  not  finding  it  con- 
venient to  pay  the  remaining  instalments,  they  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  defendant,  by  which  it  was 
provided,  that  he  should  take  back  the  plantations  and 
estates,  repaying  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  partners  the 
money  which  they  had  expended  thereon,  and  refunding 
the  instalment  of  the  purchase  money  which  had  been 
paid;  and  the  defendant  stated,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  the  said  plantations  and  estates  were,  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  the  23d 
and  24th  of  May  1800,  absolutely  reconveyed  to  him  the 
defendant  in  fee.  After  further  stating,  tiiat  the  amount  of 
the  monies  to  be  paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  part- 
ners, and  the  adjustment  and  settlement  of  the  accounts 
between  them,  was  ultimately  referred  to  the  decision  of 
arbitrators,  and  that  he  had  long  since  paid  the  sum 
awarded  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  part-  ^ 

ners ;  the  defendant  insisted,  that  he  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  absolute  owner  of  the  said  plantations  and 
estates,  and  that  he  was  not  bound,  and  ought  not  to  be 
compelled,  to  set  forth  or  produce  any  account  of  the 
proceeds  profits  or  produce  thereof,  or  any  of  the  deeds 
papers  or  writings  relating  tiieretb. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  this  answer,  upon  tbe  ground 
Vol.  I.  O 
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that  the  defendant  had  not  fully  answered  the  interroga*- 
tories  contained  in  the  bill  as  to  the  deeds  accounts  &c. ; 
the  exceptions  were  allowed  by  the  Master,  and  exceptions 
taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  Master's  report  were  over- 
ruled by  the  Court. 

The  defendant  then  put  in  a  second  answer,  in  which 
he  again  submitted  to  the  Court,  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
give  the  information  required  by  the  bill,  and  by  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  first  answer ;  the  second  answer  was  re- 
ferred back  to  the  Master  upon  the  old  exceptions,  which, 
after  having  been  allowed  by  the  Master,  were  submitted 
to  by  the  defendant. 

A  third  answer  was  then  put  in  by  the  defendant,  in 
which  he  admitted,  that  he  had  in  his  possession  custody 
or  power  divers  plantation-accounts  letter-books  letters 
notes  memoranda  papers  and  writings,  relating  to  the 
plantations  crops  produce  and  consignments  in  the  biH 
mentioned,  the  particulars  of  which  he  set  forth  in  a  sche- 
dule annexed  to  the  answer.      The  defendant  further 
stated,  that  he  believed,  that  a  great  number  of  books  of 
account  accounts  invoices  bills  of  lading  plantation-books 
letters  notes  memoranda  papers  and  writings,  relating  in 
the  whole  or  in  part  to  the  said  plantations  crops  produce 
and  consignments,  were  then  in  the  island  of  Tobago  in 
the  West  Indies,  but  he  did  not  state,  whether  the  last 
mentioned  documents  were  or  were  not,  or  had  or  had 
not  been,  in  his  possession  custody  or  power,  and  he  also 
omitted  to  state,  when  certain  other  deeds  and  papers, 
which  were  impliedly  admitted  to  have  been  in  his  pos- 
session custody  or  power,  were  last  in  his  possession 
custody  or  power. 

The  third  answer  having  been  referred  for  insufficiency, 
upon  the  exceptions  taken  to  the  first  answer,  was  re- 
ported insuffident;    and  the  defendant  was  then  taken 
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into  custody  upon  an  attachment  for  want  of  an  answer ; 
he  then  put  in  a  fourth  answer,  in  which  he  again  omitted 
to  atate^  when  last  he  had  possession  of  certain  title  deeds, 
admitted  to  have  been  formerly  in  his  possession  ;  and  in 
another  part  of  the  fourth  answer  he  denied,  that  the  West 
India  pi^ris,  mentioned  in  his  former  answer,  which  he 
admitted  were  belonging  to  him,  were  in  his  possession 
custody  or  power,  because  ^they  were  then  coming  over 
to  thia  country* 


1823. 
Faaqubarsoit 

V, 

Bax^fou^* 


Immediately  upon  the  fourth  answer  being  filed,  Mr. 
E.  R.  Daniel  moved,- before  the  Vice-Chancellor^  that  the 
defendant  might  be  discharged  out  of  custody.  The  mo- 
tion was  not  made  upon  notice,  but  it  was  opposed,  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff,  by  Mr.  ^gatj  upon  the  authority  of 
an  order  of  Court  of  the  30th  of  jipril  1700,  (a)  which 
provides,  that  from  thenceforth  no  plaintiff  shall  be  put  to 
prosecute  a  defendant  for  a  fourth  answer,  but  that  after 
a  third  answer  reported  insufficient,  every  defendant  shall 
be  examined  upon  interrogatories  to  the  points  reported 
insufficient,  and  shall  stand  committed  till  he  has  fiiUy 
answered  the  interrogatories.  By  the  desire  of  the  Fice- 
Chancellor,  the  motion  was  mentioned  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor,  when  his  Lordship  observed,  that  if  the  order  ren- 
dering the  third  insufficient  answer  as  penal  as  the  fourth 
had  never  been  acted  upon,  it  could  not  at  the  distance  of 
one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  be  put  in  force.  Upon 
this  intimation  of  the  Innrd  Chancellor's  opinion,  the 
Ftce-Chancellor  made  the  order  for  the  discharge  of  the 
defendant,  {b) 


The  fourth  answer  was  then  referred  for  insufficiency 
upon  the  original  exceptions,  and  the  Master  reported  it 
to  be  insufficient.  The  plaintiff  then  obtained  the  usual 
order,  that  the  defendant  should  be  examined  upon  inter* 
rogatories,  and  should  stand  conunitted ;  which  was  in 

U)  Beam.  Ord.  Cha.  817.  (»)  1  Sim.  and  Sto.  19. 
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9. 

Balfovk* 


the  following  teran^ — '^  Ponuanddi  &s  tUs  Cmrt  wbs 
this  present  day  informed  by  Mr.  Parker;  of  Connsd  for 
the  plaintiff^  that  the  fourth  answer  of  the  defendant  Jehu 
Balfour  hath  been  reported  insufficient,  by  Mr;  Codi^,  one 
of  the  Masters  of  this  Court,  as  by  the  Master's  report, 
dated  this  day,  now  produced,  appears ;  It  is  theirihre 
ordered,  that  the  said  defendant  John  Ba^onr  be  ex- 
amined upon  interrogatories  before  the  said  Master,  to  the 
points  wherein  the*  said  defendant's  answer  ia  reported 
insufficient,  and  that  he  do  stand  conmiitted  to  hia  Ma- 
jesty's prison  of  the  Fleet  until  he  shall  perfectly  answer 
the  said  interrogatories,  and'  this  Court  makeotber  cMer 
to  the  contrary. 


fiefore  the  d^endant  could  be  taken  iiito  custody,  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  on  his  part  to  the  Master's  report  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  fourth  answer,  and  a  motion  was 
made  on  ms  behalf;  that  the  plaintiff  mij^t  be  restrained 
from  re^issuing  or  otherwise  enforcing  any  process  of  con* 
tempt  against  him,  until  after  tiie  exceptiona  to  the  Mas- 
ter's report  should  have  been  heard. 

Mr.  HcBTt  and  Mr.  JS.  jS.  Daniel  for  the  motion; 

Mr.  jigar  and  Mr.  Parker  against'  it  ihsisted^  that 
whilst  the  defendant  was  in  contempt,  and  wu  keefmig 
out  of  the  way  to  avoid  process,  tiie  Court  ougiit  not  to 
entertain  the  motion,  but  that  the  defendant  ouglit  at  least 
to  place  himself  in  such  a  situation,  as  to*  be  amcftiWe  to 
process,  if  the  Court  thought  fit  not  to  dbcontintie  it. 

The  LOBI)   CHANCBLliOft, 


Exceptions  to  |f  the  defendant  will  render  him^ielf  ameiudbie  to  the 

the  Master's  re-    process  of  the  Court,  I  wiH  tear  tjie  exceptiaiia;  iimie- 

portoftheinsuf-    ,.  ^  ,      ,  ,         .      »     .«  ,.  .  , 

ficieoc?  of  A       diateiy,  but  otherwise  I  will  not  discontinue  the  pfooess 
fourth  answer,     until  the  exceptbns  are  heard.    On'  tile  fborth.  answer 
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Wiigtc|>Qrted  insufficient,  the  Court  gives  credit  to  the         1^; 
Alast^'s  n^rt>  jemi  it  is  a  motion  of  course  that  the  de* 
feiMlaat  sliall  be  ^Mmipeid  upon  interrogatories,  pnd  stand 
committed-    The  or4er  of  the  Court,  that  the  defendant      Bihwovu. 
shall  be  empmed  uppn  interrogatories,  is  good  for  no-  ^^![ . 
this^,  (if  it  tiiriis  put  that  the  Master's  r^ort  is  right)  dii^tely,  upon  the 
ttolesa  the  cdefendant  is  in  such  a  situation,  as  that  the  terms  of  the  de- 
plaipl^  way  put^in  execution  the  process  of  the  Court  fendanfsrender- 
agaaofrt^Jdap,  if  jOie  Cpwt  thinks  that  it  ought  to  be  en-  ",fcn!^  to 
forced.  procflssp 

TThe  motioa  halving  been  refused,  the  defendant  ren- 
dered himself  amenable  to  process,  by  iq»pearing  upon  the 
floor  of  the  Court,  and  the  exceptions  were  then  brought 
on  for  aignment, 

Mc  Mart  and  Mr.  E.  R.  Dwiel  m  support  of  the  ex* 

Mr.  «4S§!»r  a^d  Mr.  P^A^r  agamst  them. 

In  tbe  course  of  the  judgment  upon  the  exceptions, 
the  foUoiirii;^  observations  were  made  by 

The  ho^j>  Chajkcbjljlor.  i'ek.  s. 

In  /ai^i^kigiay  judgment  upon  these  exceptions,  I  have 
thought,  it  flay  duty  to  inform  myself  of  the  contents  of 
the  ficat  and,  second  answers,  ^th  a  view  to  see,  in^ether 
.the  contents  of  those  answers,  being  coupled  with  the 
4X>tttent8  of  the  third  «nd  fourth  answers,  the  bill  upon 
the  whole  is  so  perfectly  wswered,  as  ought  to  be  eooca- 
dered  aatibtf aptory  ^  because  I  take  it  for  granted,  that  a  Suffi^iraejof  m 
party  who  hfts  put  iu  a  fourth  answer,  has  a  right  to  say,  fourth  «Mwer  to 
iie  vvW  hav^  tiie  Co*rt  decide  whether  that  fourth  anaim  J^^'^J'^'J^jSJ'"* 
18  auflBden^  not  by  looking  at  the  fourth  answer  only,  ^t  ^^  fourth  an- 
but  by  hx>]dng]at  jtbe  fointb^^nswer,  connected  and  taken  Rwer  onlj,  but 
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1823.         with  the  three  preceding  answers.    In  this  case  I  b^ere 

^"•^^""^^       I  may  lay  aside  both  the  first  and  second  answers,  because 

Farqvbaesoii     j  j^ppj.gjjgjj^j  ^ijgy  ^Jq  jjq^  gy^jj  aSect  to  give  any  answer 

Balfour.  at  all  to  the  interrogatories  out  of  which  the  exceptions 

by  looking  at  it,  ^^^     ^j^^  question  therefore  is  to  be  considered  with 
connected  ana  ^  ^^     ■»  r    ^ 

t&keo  'With  the  respect  to  the  third  and  fourth  answers  only.  The  defendant 

three  preceding    by  his  third  answer  admits^  that  he  has  in  his  possession 
answers.  custody  or  power,  a  number  of  accounts  letter-books  &c., 

the  particulars  of  which  he  has  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to 
the  answer ;  and  he  goes  on  to  state,  that  he  belieFes  a 
number  of  books  of  accounts  &c.  are  in  the  Island  of 
TobagOy  or  elsewhere  in  the  JVest  Indies,  but  he  does  not 
state,  whether  the  last-mentioned  books  of  account  &c. 
are  in  his  possession  custody  or  power.    The  omission  is 
extremely  material,  for  if  the  defendant  had  admitted  the 
books  &c.  in  the  fFest  Indies,  to  be  in  his  possession 
custody  or  power,  the  plaintiff  might  have  made  a  mo- 
tion, callin|^  upon  the  Court  to  order  the  defendant  to 
produce  all  the  accounts  books  &c.,  as  well  those  men- 
Whcre  a  defend-  tioned  in  the  schedule,  as  those  in  the  fTest  Indies,  and 
in  the  fFest  In-    ^^'^  Court  would  have  done  so,  at  the  same  time  making 
diet,  to  be  in  his  this  distinction,  namely,  it  would  have  ordered  those  in 
possession  cus-     the  schedule  to  be  produced  forthwith,  but  with  respect 

^?  ^/,^'^Z^^Mr*  to  those  in  the  fPest  If  idles,  it  would  never  have  done  so 
the  Court  will  ^ 

order  him  to  absurd  a  thing  as  to  call  for  them  immediately,  but  would 
bring  them  here  have  ordered  the  defendant  to  bring  them  here  within  a 
within  a  reason-  reasonable  time,  and  if  he  had  not  got  them  here  within 
they  are  not  *  reasonable  time,  would  have  considered  it  the  same,  as  if 
broughr,  will  he  had  had  them  here  in  the  first  instance,  and  had  refused 
consider  it  the  to  produce  them,  {a)  So  that  the  third  answer,- even  so 
same  asi  c  a  f^  ^  ^j^jg  passage  goes,  was  clearly  insufficient.  The 
first  instance  and  J^^^  Chancellor  then  observed  upon  other  passages,  in 
refused  to  pro*  which  he  considered  both  the  third  and  fourth  answers  to 
ducethem.  Y}e  insufficient,  and  concluded  by  remarking,  that  there 

was  a  material  passage  in  the  last  answer,  in  which  tho 

(d)  Freeman  v.  Fairiie,  S  Meriv.  4€ 
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defendant  stated^  that  he  had  not  the  fPesi  India  papers  IS^S. 

YfTituigs  &c.  in  his  possession  custody  or  power,  because       ^*«^V*%^ 
they  were  then  coming  over  to  this  country  5  but  that  he      ^^^^^^»o9 
was  perfectly  of  opinion,  that  they  were  in  the  possession       Balfour. 
custody  or  power  of  the  defendant,  and  had  been  ever  tiT^^iT  r  ^°^*°^ 
since  the  institution  of  the  suit,  for  that  if  they  actually  ^re  in  his  posses- 
belonged  to  the  defendant,  though  they  might  be  in  the  sion  .custody  or 

Wegt  Indies,  they  must  be  in  his  possession  custody  or  P®'^®'*  although 

•'  they  may  be  in 

P^^^'  the  fFeutlnHei. 

Pending  the  argument  of  the  exceptions,  the  defendant 
was  kept  in  cvstody  at  an  hotel  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
the  Court,  and  after  the  exceptions  were  overruled,  the 
Xtord  Chanceilar  observed,  that  if  the  plaintiff  meant  to 
exhibit  inteiTOgatoiies,  he  must  do  so  immediately,  and 
desired,  that  in  the  mean  time  the  defendant  should  con-^ 
tinne  in  the  same  species  of  mitigated  confinement,  to 
which  he  had  before  been  subjected — ^Very  ei^nsiveinter^ 
rogatories  having- been  exhibited  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  examination  of  the  defendant,  and  having 
been  handed  up  to  the  Court ;  Mr.  Hari  and  Mr.  E.  It. 
Daniel,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  submitted,  that  the 
interrogatories  must  refer  directly  to  the  points  in  which 
the  answer  was  defective,  and  ought  to  be  settled  by  the 
Master ;  and  they  mentioned  a  case  of  Burton  v.  Wilkin* 
son,  in  which  a  defendant,  who  was  in  contempt  for  non« 
compliance  with  an  order  for  the  production  of  books, 
was  examined  upon  interrogatories,  and  stated,  upon  the 
authority  of  the  Counsd  concerned  in  that  cause,  that  the 
interrq^tories  were  settled  by  the  Master.  Mr.  jlgar 
and  Mr.  Parker  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand  in* 
sisted,  that  the  interrogatories  ought  not  to  be  confined 
strictly  to  the  points  on  which  the  exceptions  were  sus- 
tained, but  might  be  extended  to  matters  consequential 
upon  those  points,  and  they  urged  the  inconvenience  of 
refemng  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  interrogatories,  in*- 
dsmucb  as,  if  the  parties  were  dissatisfied  with  the  judg* 
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Balfoob* 


meat  of  the  Master,  there  might  be  aa  appeal  to  tiic 
Court,  and  the  party  in  contempt  must  continue  in  cus- 
tody pending  the  appeal. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 


#^  t2f  The  inclination  of  my  opinion  ig,  that  the  interaogBr- 

tories  should  go  to  the  Master  ix>  be  settled— oare  must 
be  taken,  that  they  go  directly  to  the  points,  to  which  the 
exceptions  are  sustained ;  and  it  will  be  for  the  Blaster  to 
judge,  whether  they  have  a  direct  reference  to  those 
points  or  not.  I  never  recollect,  in  all  my  experience 
a  case,  in  which  the  fourth  answer  was  insuffirient,  and 
therefore  I  do  not  know  that  it  has  been  laid  down,  that 
the  Master  should  in  such  a  case  settle  the  intenrogar- 
tories;  but  if  the  point  is  new^  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
is  very  much  to  the  purpose,  that  the  intern^tories 
should  be  settled  by  the  Master. 

/M.  ST.  The  following  order  was  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor; 

— -Wheteas  by  an  order,  dated  the  23d  of  Jamutry  last, 
it  was  ordered,  that  the  defendant  •/ohn  Balfimr  sfaoold 
be  examined  upon  interrogatories  before  Mr.  Cox^  the 
Master  to  whom  this  cause  stands  referred,  to  die  points 
wherein  his  answer  M^as  reported  insufficient,  and  that  he 
should  stand  committed  to  his  Miyesty's  prison  of  the 
Fleet  until  he  should  perfectly  answer  the  said  interroga* 
tones,  and  this  CouA;  make  other  order  to  the  contrary; 
and  whereas  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  interroga- 
tories have  been  exhibited  before  the  said  Master,  and  the 
same  have  been  perused  by  the  Right  Honourable  the 
Lord  JSRgh  Chancellor  of  Chreat  Briiam,  and  in  the  pre- 
sence of  Counsel  learned  on  both  sides,  his  Lordship  doth 
this  dayerder,  that  it  be  referred  to  Mr.  Cour,'ihe  Master 
to  whom  this  cause  stands  referred,  to  settle  die  interro- 
gatories upon  which  the  defendant  John  Balfour  is  to  be 
examined. 
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In  ponixance  of  the  last  order  the  interrogatories  were 
settled  4>y  the  Master.  They  were  strictly  confined  to  the 
pmnts  to  which  the  exceptions  were  sustained,  but  re- 
quired from  the  defendant  a  much  more  minute  and  par-* 
ticular  discovery  as  to  those  points,  than  was  called  for 
by  the  original  bill. 


ms. 


FAMQinuJitoii 

9. 
BaXiFOVR. 


The  defendant  having  been  permitted  to  continue,  in  MmtcH  is. 
mitigated  custody,  from  Hie  time  when  the  exceptions 
were  brought  on  for  ailment,  a  motion  was  now  made 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  might  be 
ordered  to  attend  before  the  Master  to  answer  the  inter- 
n^tories  personally,  or  if  he  did  not,  that  he  should 
stand  committed  to  the  Fleet. 

Mr.  j^g^  and  Mr.  Parker  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Where  the  examination  is  upon  interrogatories,  after  a 
fourth  insujficient  answer,  it  Ynust  be  taken  personally. 
In  Gawer  v.  Lady  BalHnglass,  (a)  which  was  the  case  of 


(c)  1  Ch.  Cas.  60.  The  only 
orders  to  be  found  in  the  regis- 
ter, which  appear  to  rdate  to  the 
insufficiency  of  the  answers  in 
this  case,  are  subjoined : — 

Whereas  by  an  order  of  the 
Ist  of  March  Ust,*  taken  upon 
the  arguing  exceptions  put  in  by 
the  defendant  to  the  reports  made 
in  this  cause  by  Sir  JtutinUn  Lc 
»ia.  Knight,  &c.,  whereby  the 
said  Master  had  reported  the  4th 
answer  of  the  defendant  the 
Lady  BalHnglau  to  be  insuffi- 
cient, it  was  ordered,  that  the 
sud  defendant  the  Lady  Baltin* 
gU$$  should  forthwith  attend  the 
said  Master,  and  bring  in  upon 
her   oath   before  him   all   the 

writings,which  by  her  answer  she 

2 


oflfbred  to  do,  to  be  perused  and 
examined  by  the  said  Master, 
who  was  to  certify  the  Court 
thereof;  and  as  to  the  deed 
of  settlement  and  counterparts 
thereof,  therein  mentioned,  and 
the  powers  therein  contained, 
the  leases  and  counterparts  there- 
of, and  rents  thereupon  reserved, 
the  said  Master  was  to  examine 
the  said  defendant  upon  interro- 
gatories to  be  preferred  by  the 
lilaintiffs,  and  upon  the  Mas- 
ter's report  such  further  order 
should  be  taken  as  should  be 
meet;  and  in  the  mean  time 
the  Judgment  of  the  Court  as 
to  the  sard  defendanfs  fourth 
answer  was  suspended ;  in  pur- 
suance of  which  order  the  said 


*I665. 
aathtlTigr. 
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1893.  a  fourth  insufficient  answer,  the  court  not  only  conaideted 

^^^^^^^^  that  the  examination  ought  to  be  personal,  but  refused  to 

#ARQVHAMOir  j^^^^^  Lady  Baltingkiss's  Counsel  to  be  present  at  the 

3ALV0UR.  eicamination,  or  to  permit  her  to  haye  a  copy  of  the  inter- 


Master,  by  his  report  dated  the 
12th  of  if  1^  instant,  certified  the 
said  defendant  the  Lady  Baflln- 
glM$  had  attended,  but  refused 
to  obey  the  said  order  \  where- 
upon the  said  plaintiff  upon  the 
S4th  of  May  aforesaid  moved  for 
the  defendant  the  Lady  BalUn- 
giasi't  commitment  to  the  prison 
of  Fleet,  her  fourth  answer  being 
reported  insufficient,  and  upon 
bearing^  of  the  said  defendant's 
Counsel,  who  alleged  the  inter- 
rogatories  to  contain  two  sheets 
of  paper  of  matters  of  law,  the 
Court  then  pronounced  an  order, 
which  is  not  yet  drawn  up,  for 
the  said  defendant  to  be  ex- 
amined before  the  said  Master 
upon  the  said  interrogatories, 
and  bring  in  the  said  writings 
upon  oath  within  four  days,  or  to 
stand  committed,  and  if  the  said 
Master  should  think  fit,  the  said 
Lady  was  to  have  Counsel  pre- 
sent upon  her  examination  i  now 
upon  opening  of  the  matter  this 
present  day  unto  this  Court,  by 
Mr.  Serjeant  Mt^nard  and  Mr. 
Soliciior  General  being  of  the 
plaintiff's  Counsel,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  Mr.  OmrchSU  and  Mr. 
Vincent  being  of  the  defendant's 
Counsel,  the  said  plaintiff^s  coun- 
sel now  moved,  and  offered  dL 
vers  reasons  to  explain  the  said 
orders  so  pronounced  as  afore- 
said, that  the  said  defendant  the 


Lady  BeitingiatM  ought  not  to 
have  Counsel  to  attend  the  said 
Master,  it  being  against  all  pre- 
cedent, and  that  the  said  defend- 
ant may  perform  the  said  order 
of  the  1st  Jdareh  aforesaid  within 
four  days,  or  may  stand  commit- 
ted, whereunto  Counsel  for  the 
said  defendant  insisted,  that  the 
said  interrogatories  were  of  great 
length,  and  did  contain  matter 
of  law  which  the  said  defendant 
the  Lady  BaiUngla$9  could  not 
answer  without  the  advice  or 
assistance  of  her  counsel  i  upon 
debate  whereof,  and  hearing  what 
was  alleged  on  either  side  this 
Court  doth  order,  that  the  said 
defendant  the  Lady  BmiUnglM$ 
shall  attend  the  said  Master,  and 
perfect  her  examination  accord- 
ing to  the  said  order  of  the  1st  of 
March  last,  within  four  days  next 
after  the  entry  thereof,  or  in  de- 
fault thereof  to  stand  committed 
to  the  prison  of  the  Fleet,  and 
if  upon  her  examination  the  said 
Master  shall  find  matter  of  law 
contained  in  the  said  interroga- 
tories, and  shall  so  direct,  then 
the  said  Master  b  at  liberty  to 
hear  the  defendant's  Counsel  to 
such  points  only,  but  the  defend- 
ant's Counsel  is  not  to  be  present 
in  the  room  at  the  time  of  the 
defendant's  examination. 

[Reg  Lib.  A.  1664.  fol.  699,1 
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togatories.  In  Anon.  Mosefy  86^  an  application  was  made 
to  the  Court,  that  a  defendant,  who  was  in  Ireland,  might 
have  a  commission  to  examine  him  in  writing  as  to  a 
contempt,  he  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  not  ca- 


183S. 


U|H>ii  opening  of  the  matter 
this  present  day*  unto  the  Right 
Honourable  the  Lord  High  Chan- 
cellor of  England^  by  Mr.  SoU" 
eiiar  Gentral^  Mr.  Seij  ean  t  Jtfay' 
nard^  and  Sir  Edward  Turner  of 
Counsel  with  the  plaintiff,  in 
presence  of  Mr.  Attorney  GenC' 
ral  and  Mr.  ChurehUi  of  counsel 
with  the  defendant,  and  upon 
reading  of  a  report  made  in  this 
cause  by  Sir- Jtu/Aitiifi  Lewin^ 
JLnt.  &c.,  dated  the  17th  day  of 
ibis  instant,  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  of  the  86th  Jfay,  pursuant 
to  an  order  of  the  1st  March 
last,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that 
the  defendant  the  Lady  BaiUn* 
gUuM  should  be  examined  by  the 
said  Master  upon  interrogatories 
to  be  preferred  by  the  plaintiffs, 
touching  the  deed  of  settlement 
and  counterpart  thereof,  and  the 
powers  therein  contained,  the 
leases  and  counterpart  thereof, 
and  the  rents  thereupon  reserv* 
ed,  and  the  Master  hath  by  his 
said  report  certi6ed,  that  he  ap- 
pointed several  times  for  the 
taking  of  the  same,  at  most  of 
which  the  said  Lady  had  attend- 
ed, and  having  spent  many-hours 
at  each  time  had  dispatched  the 
four  first  interrogatories  relating 
to  the  deed  of  settlement  or  lrt« 
partiielndenture^huisis  to  the  four 
subsequcntintcrrogatoriestouch- 
inj^  the  lease  aud  writings,  the 


defendant  the  Lady  Baltingla$$ 
was  not  pleased  to  be  examined, 
upon  being  as  she  affirmed  ad* 
vised  by  her  ^ounseV  that  she- 
was  not  bound  to  answer  the 
same,  having  brought  in  the 
trunk  of  writings  upon  oath  ac-^ 
cording  to  the  order  iu«  that  be- 
half, and  therefore,  and  in  re- 
gard the  said  Lady  doth  refuse 
to  be  examined  on  the  said  iater- 
rogatories,  it  was  prayed,  thatshe 
may  stand  committed  to  the  pri- 
son of  the  Fleet,  but  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant  the  Lady  Brntt- 
inglaaa  insisted,  that  she  had 
brought  in  all  the  deeds  and 
writings  in  her  custody  upoQ 
oath,  and  so  cannot  have  a  fuller 
answer,  whereupon,  and  upon 
reading  the  interrogatories  not 
answered  unto,  and  hearing  what 
could  be  allied  on  either  side, 
his  Lordship  declared,  that  she 
ought  to  be  examined  thereupon* 
and  answer  the  same,  and  doth 
therefore  order,  that  the  said 
defendant  the  Lady  Baltinghua 
do  in  eight  days  next  attend  the 
said  Master,  and  be  examined  on 
the  said  four  subsequent  interro- 
gatories, and  perfect  her  exami- 
nation thereupon,  or  in  default 
thereof  she  is  then  to  stand  com- 
mitted to  the  prison  of  the  Fleet 
without  further  motion. 

Reg.  lib.  A.  1664.761. 


Faa^UHABson 
Bai,vovb. 


•  1665, 
June%S. 
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1898.  pable  of  being  eicamined  peraonally ;  the  i^lioatien  was 
granted^  but  the  case  shews,  that  according  to  the  ooune 
oi  iheCfxart,  the  eieamination  ought  to  have  been  per- 
Euivom.  sonal.  In  The  fPebh  Company  y.  MfMor^  (a)  an  Applica- 
tion  for  a  copy  of  interrogatories  relating  to  a  contempt 
was  refused,  which  leads  to  the  conclusion,  that  an  ex* 
amination  by  parol  must  have  been  intended.  By  these 
oases  it  appears,  that  it  is*  not  unusual  to  have  a  .personal 
examination  in  courts  of  equity.  Thetie  is  a  modem  case 
of  Colson  v.  Graham^  in  a  court  of  law  upon  this  suliject. 
The  parties  agreed  to  a  reference  to  arbitration^  and  one  of 
the  terms  of  the  order  made  at  Nisi  Prius  was,  that  no 
hill  in  equity  should  be  filed.  A  bill  was  filed,  jmd  the 
Court  of  law  treated  it  as  a  contempt.  Intenogatonee 
were  exhibited  in  the  Crown  Office  to  examine  aa  to  the 
Contempt,  and  the  examination  was  personal.  If  the  de- 
fendant is  to  be  at  liberty  to  put  in  an  examination  in 
writingi  there  will  be  no  use  in  the  order  for  an  examina- 
tion before  the  Master,  it  will  have  the  effect  only  of  pro- 
dudnga  fiflh  insufident  answer. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  E.  R,  Daniel  against  the  motion. 

It  has  always  been  understood,  that  the  records  of  tliis 
Court  should  contain  all  the  proceedings  in  every  cause, 
regularly  taken  in  writlbcKg)  so  as  to  enaUe  the  •-  Coiut  at 
any  time  to  form  a  judgment  upon  thoee  pioceediiigB. 
The  interrogatories  being  in  writing,  they  must  be 
answered  in  writing,  and  before  the  defendant  is  per- 
mitted to  swear  to  the  answers,  they  must  be  looked  over 
by  the  MluBter,  and  if  they  appear  to  be  defective,  theJMas- 
4er  must  order  them  to  be  altered.  Every  defendant  has 
a  right  to  have  aceess  toihe  Court  to  correct  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Master ; — ^How  is  that  access  to  be  had,  if 
the  examination  is  to  be  by  parol  ?     In  Burton  v.  fFUkm- 

(«)  1  Dick.  S36. 
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'«on  the  exftnliiiitioa  to  the  interrpgatorieB  wad  put  in  in  1823. 

wiituig.    If  the  defendant  is  to  be  examined  penonaUy^  v^V^i/ 

it  wiU  be  neoesnry  for  Urn  to  hare  a  written  e»iiiin«*ien  «'«««';*■«« 

with  him,  ae  a  memorandum  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  Balvov*. 
IiLi  mcmoEy. 

The  LoKD  Chancbllor. 

The  ovdBnary  ruk  of  the. Court  in  cases  of  contempt  is.  The  ordinary 
thai  there  shall  be  a  personal  examination  of  tiie  party,  rule  of  the  Court 

but  i^riiether  that  rule  applies  to  cases  where  the  fourth  "*  "*?  ®^,^^°" 

.     .       i«  .  .  ,  »  ,.  tempt  18,  that 

answer  is  insufficient^  is  another  matter.     In  ordinary  there  shall  be  a 

cases  of  contempt,  there  is  not  much  difficulty  in  examin-  penoaal  ejuuni- 

ing  personally,  because  the  examination  applies  to  a  fact,  ^^^^  ^^^^ 

or  to  the  intention,  but  there  may  be  great  difficulty  in 

examining  a  party  personally  to  such  intem^tories  as  * 

the  Master  has  settled  in  this  case ;  neverthdess  if  the 

praetice  is^  that  the  examination  shall  be  personal,  though 

there  may  be  difficulty  in  it,  that  practice  must  be  pre* 

served,  and  therefore  I  must  see  the  orders  in  Gawer  y. 

Lady  Baittnglasa,  before  I  decide  tkk  pdnt. 

The  Lonn  CHANcnuom. 

I  have  seen   itse  orders  in  Gamer  v.  haAy  Bnttin'r  jfardkse. 
'glagSy  and'  it  appears  tO'  me,   (thoiigb-  I  cimnot  ddi>- 
vet  lOfmM'  fccfiA  the  opinion  that  it  is  a  very  inconve-  l 

nient  mode  of  proceeding)  thai*  a  defendant,  etanoKng  in 
the  situation  in  which  the  pi^esent  defiendaat  stands^  in- 
'fltead  of  putting  in  a  written  examiination,  is  to  be  ex- 
amined personally.    The  orders  in  that  case  appear  to  me 
to  shew,  that  according  to  the  strict  practice  of  the  Court, 
the  Miafter  is  to  settle  the  interrogatories,  the  party  is.  to  tM  defeadant 
attend  the  Master,  and  upon  the  interrogatories  the  Mas-  maj  ^  atteaded 
ter  IB  personally  to  examine  the  party.    With  respect  Jf^^^l"^"' 
to  the  order  for  Counsel  not  bemg.  at  lilferty  to  at-  tioa  before  the 
tend  the  party  before  the  Master,  I  should  be  extpem^  Master* 
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Personal  ex- 
amination in 
equitj  18  not 
analof^ous  to  the 
viva  voce  ex- 
amination of  a 
witness. 


unwilling  to  foUow  any  such  precedent  as  that ;  there  are 
here  foar  inanfficient  answers,  and  each  of  those  four 
answers  was  drawn  with  the  advice  of  Counsel,  it  is  said 
that  the  defendant  is  now  to  amend  those  answers  upon 
an  examination  on  interrogatories ;   surely  therefore  it  is 
a  hard  thing  to  say,  that  he  is  not  now  to  have  the  benefit 
of  the  continued  advice  of  his  Counsel.    According  to  the 
rule,  as  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Lady  Baltmglas$y  the 
Court  does  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  having  the 
assistance  of  Counsel,  but  it  is  said  Counsel  are  to  be  in 
the  next  room,  to  be  consulted  on  matters  of  law ; — Who 
is  to  judge  of  the  points  on  which  the  advice  of  Counsel  is 
to  be  called  in  ?     Is  it  to  be  supposed  that  the  defendant 
is  ci^Mible  of  drawing  nice  distinctions  between  matters 
of  fact  and  matters  of  law  ?     I  think  the  Master  may  be 
safely  entrusted  with  hearing  Counsel  on  both  sides.   The 
supposition  that  a  personal  examination  before  the  Mas- 
ter, is  as  likely  to  elicit  truth,  as  an  examination  by  Coun- 
sel, putting  such  questions  as  occur  to  their  minds  in  the 
course  of  the  examination,  appears  to  me  to  be  founded  in 
mistake;  for. after  the  Master  has  settled  the  interrog»- 
tories,  he  cannot  put  any  fresh  question,  as  Coimsel  might 
do  in  the  course  of  a  parol  examination.    I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  these  are  not  very  proper  interrogatories,  but 
it  certainly  would  be  impossible  for  any  man  to  answer 
them  without  previous  preparation,  which  alone  shews, 
that  a  personal  examination  here,  is  not  at  all  analogous  to 
the  viva  voce  examination  of  a  witness.    I  cannot  help 
strongly  recommending  to  the  parties,  that  the  mode  of 
proceeding  be  this,  that  Mr.  Balfour  be  allowed  to  put  in 
a  written  examination  to  these  interrogatories,  and  then 
to  attend  before  the  Master,  for  the  Master  again  to  put 
to  him  each  or  any  of  the  questions  which  he  may  think 
have  not  been  sufficientiy  answered.  If  however  the  plain* 
tiff  will  not  consent  to  that  mode  of  proceeding,  I  cannoi 
order  it.    It  has  been  argued  that  the  defendant  will  be 
entitled  to  have  his  examination  in  his  hand,  in  the  saine 
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mafeiner  as  a  witness  might  have,^-I  think  that  he  may  183S. 

have  his  examination  in  his  hand,  and  for  purposes,  for 

which  perhaps  a  witness  would  not  be  permitted  to  have 

it,  for  I  apprehend  that  if  a  witness  knew  what  questions        Baiifoob. 

were  to  be  put  to  him,  he  would  not  be  permitted  to  have 

in  his  hands  in  writing  such  answers  as  he  considered  he 

would  give  to  those  questions.    All  that  can  be  done  is,  to 

send  it  to  the  Master  to  put  these  questions  to  Mr.  BtU^ 

fauVy  and  if  I  were  Mr.  Balfour,  I  would  have  a  written 

memorandum  of  what  answers  I  was  determined  to  give 

to  those  questions. 

The  order  for  the  personal  examination  of  the  defend- 
ant, after  reciting  the  order  of  the  23d  of  January  1823, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  since  remained  in  the  custody 
of  the  tipstaff,  attending  the  Court,  and  further  reciting 
the  order  of  the  27th  of  February  1823,  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  that  order  the  Master  made  his  report,  dated  th6 
13th  of  March  1823,  and  thereby  certified,  that  he  had 
settled  the  interrogatories,  proceeds  in  the  following  terms ; 
^— ^^  It  was  therefore  prayed,  that  the  said  defendant  John 
Balfour  may  attend  before  the  said  Master,  at  his  cham<^ 
bers,  to  be  examined  upon  the  said  interrogatories,  or  in 
default  thereof  that  the  said  defendant  inay  thereupon, 
without  further  motion,  stand  committed  to,  and  be  con- 
fined in  close  custody  in  his  Majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet, 
until  he  shall  submit  to  and  be  examined  before  the  said 
Master  upon  the  said  interrogatories,  and  perfectly  an- 
swer the  same,  and  this  Court  make  other  order  to  the 
contrary ;  whereupon,  and  upon  hearing  Mr.  Hart  and  Mr. 
Daniel  of  Counsel  for  the  said  defendant,  the  said  order 
of  the  23d  of  January  1823,  the  said  order  of  the  27th  of 
February  1823,  and  the  said  Master's  report  of  the  13th 
of  March  1823,  his  Lordship  doth  order,  that  the  said 
defendant  John  Balfour  do  personally  attend  Mr.  Cox, 
one  of  the  Masters  of  this  Court,  and  be  examined  upon« 
the  interrogatories  exhibited  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said 
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ft. 
BiikLrotni. 

Mode  of  con- 
ducting the  per- 
sonal examina- 
tion of  a  defend- 
ant upon  inter- 
rogatories after 
a  fourth  insuffi- 
cient answer. 


Master  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  repeat  the  said  interrogatories^ 
or  any  of  them  to  the  said  defendant  John  Balfaury  as  be 
the  said  Master  may  think  fit. 

The  following  mode  of  examination  was  adopted  by  the 
Master:-— A  written  answer  to  the  interrogatories  was 
prepared  and  carried  in  by  the  defendant  to  the  Master ; 
the  Master  compared  the  answer  with  the  interrogatories, 
and  then  determined,  whether  or  not  it  was  satisfactory, 
in  the  points  in  which  the  Master  considered  the  answer 
to  be  unsatisfactory,  the  defect  was  sillied  by  the  per- 
sonal examination  of  the  defendant,  till  the  Master  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  answer  was  sufficient.  The  j^ntiff  had 
no  notice  of  the  defendant  being  under  examination,  and 
did  not  attend  before  the  Master. 


On  the  27th  of  March  1823,  the  Master  made  the  fol- 
lowing Report : 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery, 
dated  the  23d  of  January  1823,  whereby,  after  noticing 
that  the  fourth  answer  of  the  defendant  John  Bal/imr  had 
been  by  my  report,  dated  the  said  23d  of  January  1823, 
sported  insufficient,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  said  defend- 
ant John  Balfour  should  be  examined  upon  interroga- 
tories before  me,  to  the  points  wherein  the  said  defendant's 
answer  was  reported  insufficient,  and  that  he  shoidd  stand 
committed  to  his  Majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet  until  he 
riiouM  perfectly  answer  the  said  interrogatories,  or  the  Conit 
make  other  order  to  the  contrary  5  and  also  in  pursuance 
of  another  order  of  the  said  Court,  dated  the  27th  of  Fe- 
bruary 1823,  whereby,  after  taking  notice  of  the  before- 
mentioned  order  of  the  23d  of  January  1823,  and  after 
stating  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order  interrogatories 
had  been  exhibited  before  me,  and  that'the  same  had  been 
perused  by  the  Lord  Nigh  Chancellor,  it  was  referred  to  me 
to  settle  the  interrogatories,  upon  which  the  defendaht«/oAn 
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Baifour  W9B  to  be  examined;  and  likewise  in  pursuance 
of  another  order  of  the  said  Courts  dated  the  22d  of  March 
18233  ^  whereby,  after  stating  the  two  several  beforemen- 
tioned  orders,  and  my  report  of  the  13th  of  March  1823, 
whereby  I  certified  that  I  had  settled  the  said  interroga-' 
tories,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  said  defendant  John  BiU- 
fmiT  should  personally  attend  me,  and  be  examined  upon 
the  interrogatories  exhibited  by  the  plaintiff,  and  whereby 
I  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  repeat  the  said  interrogatories, 
or  any  of  them,  to  the  said  defendant  John  Balfour  as  I 
should  think  fit ;  I  have  been  attended  by  the  said  de- 
fendant  John  Balfour  in  person,  and  have  taken  his  exa- 
mination thereto,  pursuant  to  the  said  lastmentioned  order, 
and  which  examination  appears  to  me  to  be  full  and 
sufficient,  and  the  same  now  remains  in  my  office;  all 
which  I  humbly  certify  to  this  honourable  Court. 

Sam,  C*  Cox» 
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PAB^UHABSOlf 

V. 


Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  E.  B.  Daniel  diis  day  moved,  upon 
the  Master's  report  that  the  examination  was  satisfactory, 
that  the  defendant  might  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 
and  contended  that  the  judgment  of  the  Master  was 
final.  . 


March  27. 


Mr  if  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker  for  the  plaintiff  insisted,  that 
the  Court  ought  not  to  discharge^the  defendant,  till  the  ' 
plaintiff  had  seen  the  examination ;  and  objected  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  examination  had  been  conducted  by 
the  Master,  contending,  that  each  of  the  questions  con-* 
tamed  in  the  interrogatories  ought  to  have  been  distinctly 
put  to  the  defendant  by  the  Master,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  had  notice  of  the  examination,  and  had  a 
light  to  be  present  at  it. 

The  LoBo  Chancbulor. 


If  the  plaintiff  has  not  seen  the  examination,  he  must  The  defendant  is 

YOL.  I.  P 
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1  nm         itndoabtedly  see  it,  before  the  defendant  ii  diMihafrged; 
Where  a  defendant  puts  ii^  four  inraffident.  answers,  the 


ARQimAR  consequence  is  that  he  is  taken  into  custody,  and  the 

Bkxsvovn*  Court  orders  that  he  shall  be  examined  upon  interroga- 

not  to  be  dis-  Tories  j  the  object  of  the  Court  is,  that  upon  that  ezami- 

^intmd      Don  ^^^^^9  ^^  shall  not  be  liberated  out  of  custody,  till  he 

the  Master's  re-  has  giyen  a  sufficient  answer,  not  only  to  the  'questions 

port  of  the  mif-  contained  in  the  bill,  to  which  he  has  not  before  an- 

ficiencj  of  his  g^ered,  but  to  every  question  which  the  Maater  thinks 
examination,  till  J^  ,  .  -  •  ... 
the  plaintiff  has  ™^7  ^^^^7  <^^  ^^^  ot  the  matter,  which  nmy  be  con- 
seen  the  exami-  tained  in  the  answers  to  those  questions,  without  putting 
nation.  ^^  pbuntiff  to  the  trouble  of  amending  his  bill.  The 
the  Co  V^  d*-  ^^^^  h^  ^^''^  ^  which  from  the  nature  of  the  case 
reetinjr  the  de-  ^^  could  do,  with  respect  to  tlie  examination  of  the  de* 
fendant  to  be  ez-  fendant;  he  has  taken  every  pains  to  execute  the  duty 
amined  upon  in-  ^j^jj  ^^  ^ouTt  imposed  upon  hfan.    The  mode  of  exsr 

tcrrogatones  IS,  , 

that  upon  that  i^ination  which  he  has  adopted,  is  quite  as  satisfactory,  as 
examination,  he  if  he  had  put  the  questions  to  the  defendant,  one  after 
shaU  not  be  libe-  another,  in  which  cade  he  n^ver  could  h)ive  got  f^  suflldent 
tod^y  tin  he  haT  •°*^®''  at  all.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied,  that  if  the  strict 
pven  a  sufficient  practice,  which  the  counsel  for  the  jdaintiff  callupon  the 
answer  not  only  Court  to  pursue,  had  been  pursued,  the* lives  of  ten  men 
to  the  questions   ^^^|^  ^^^  iisive  been  sufficient  to  answer  such  inteiron- 

contained  in  the        .  ^j     r-,  i  •  ^  . 

bill,  to  which  he  ^^^^  ^  these.     No  Court  which  exammes  viva  voce 

has  not  before      would  permit  such  complicated  questitos!  to  be  flut..    My 

answered,  but  to  opmion  is,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  hear  any 

wWcUhrMa^  *^"K  ^^^^^  **^  examinatiori*  I  apprehend  the  examina- 
thinks  may  tion  goes  on,  just  as  if  a  further  answer  was  "Uxhe  put  in, 

fairly  arise  out     about  which  further  answer  the  plaitittff  could  kMM#  ao- 
of  the  matter.       thing  at  aH, 
which  may  be 
contained  in  the 

iJprU  u.y        The  defendant  by  his  examination  having  referred  to 

answers  totliose  two  schedules,  containing  a  list  of  deeds-  and  teHera  le* 
questions,  with-  ^«     i     •     i  •  .  ,  ,  -      ' ,        •  .     .— 

out  putting  the     ^P^^Uvely  m  his  possession ;  the  counsel  for  the  plamtiff 

plaintiff  to  the      insisted  upon  their  right  to  a  production  of  the  docum'ehta 

trouble  of  mentioned  in  the  schedules,  before  the  defendant  was  dis- 

ateeodifigUs       efaaqied;  aod  the  Lard  Chmeelhr  aaidj  tbii  they  had  a 
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11^  to  see  all  the  documents  referred  to  in  the  exaaii->         18U... 
nation,  if  they  were  so  referred  to,  that  in  the  case  of  an       ^"^y^^^ 
answer,  they  would  have  made  part  of  the  answer.  FAEQUKAasoir 

Balvouk, 
After  the  documents  had  been  produced,  Mr.  Agar  and      l^prU  i«.] 
Ifr.  Parker  for  ttie  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  examina-  ^^  i^aiatiff 
tion  was  insufficient,  and  argued,  that  they  had  a  right  notice  of  the 
to  shew  the  insufficiency  of  the  examination,  as  cause  defendsafs  eia- 
agunrt  the  discharge  of  Uie  defendant.  mioaiion. 

The  Lard  Chancellor  doubted,  whether  he  had  any     Semhte.rhc 
right  to  discuss  the  sufficiency  of  the  examination,  in  the  Pf®P"  ™^  ^ 
form  proposed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff;  and  sug-  iasufficieiicT  of 
gcsted,  that  the  proper  course  might  be,  to  discuss  the  the  defendwifte 
question  upon  the  old  exceptions,  with  respect  to  any  of  «»»"n^ti<i|ii  Is, 
the  original  interrogatories  in  the  bill  which  remained  un-  ^|E!Ji^j,J^  ^i^  * 
answered,  and  upon  new  exceptions,  with  respect  to  any  respect  to  sn  j  of 
new  questions  which  the  Master  might  have  introduced  ^^  original  is* 
m  settling  the  interrogatories,  and  which  the  plamtiff  J^^*®'"*»'*| 
xniglit  consider  not  to  be  sufficiently    answei^ed.     His  ing  nmmsweredt 
Lordship  caressed  a  wish  to  hear  counsel  on  the  point;  sod  ofkin  new 
but  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  not  entering  into  any  «»c«P**®n»»  ^'*'» 
detailed  argument  upon  the  subject,  the  question  of  in-  Bewouestioin 
aniffideocy  was  ultimately  discussed,  upon  the  motion  for  which  the  Msatei^ 

<he  discharge  of  the  defendant.  .  may  have  intro- 

duced in  seltlini^ 
the  interrogato* 

Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker  in  shewing  cause  against  his    \jfrU  88,  84« 
discharge,  contended,  that  the  examination  was  not  only        86, 89. 
insufficient,  but  that  it  was  manifestly  false,  and  incon-    ,    •V'firl.] 
sistent  with  what  had  been  sworn  by  the  defendant  in  his  fi^.j^^«  of  the  ' 
previous  answers,  and  that  the  defendant  therefore  ought  examination 
not  to  be  liberated  out  of  custody,  till  he  had  put  in  ano-  however  was  in 
ther  examination.  *^jf^^ff  ^ 

roitted  to  be 
thewnaa  came 
Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  E.  R.  Daniel  for  the  defendant.        against  the  do- 

feadaat's  dU- 

This  Court  only  keeps  a  defendant  in  custody,  for  the     ^^^' 

P2 
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1823.  purpose  of  securing  to  the  plaintiff  a  perfect  answer^ 
and  this  defendant,  having  fully  answered  the  interroga- 
tories, is  therefore  entitled  to  his  discharge.  If  the  Court 
Balvouiu  adopts  the  principle,  that  any  inconsistency  which  may 
exist  between  the  defendant's  answers,  and  his  exa- 
minlition,  is  a  ground  for  detaining  him  in  custody^  he 
never  can  be  discharged  at  all ;  as  no  future  information 
which  he  can  give,  can  be  consistent  with  both  his  an* 
swers  and  his  examination,  if  they  are  inconsistent  with 

each  other. 

•      .     *  ••  •  • 

Ab  eiteminalioB       In  the  course  of  the  argument  The  Lord  Chancellor 

maybeqiiiteMif-  repeatedly  observed,  that  it  was  not  the  truth  or  con- 
fident, though  it    .  .   _  .      .        _       _  ,        -         ,     . 
isuatnie  and  in»  ^^^tency  of  the  exammaUon  that  he  was  bound  to  msist 

consistent  with  upon.  That  the  examination  might  be  quite  8u£Gicienty 
what  has  been  though  it  might  not  be  true,  and  that  in  deciding  upon 
J'^Y^  J-  ,?  ^  the  question  of  sufficiency,  the  principle  of  the  Court 
aatwefs*  was,  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  satisfied,  with  what  the 

The  principle    conscience  of  the  defendant  .would  allow  him  to  swear^ 

of  the  Court  is,  fo^  that  the  Court  could  give  him  no  more;  that  if  the 
that  the  plaintiff  ^  * 

mustbesatisfied   P^^^iff  wished  to  try  the  truth  of  the  exanunation,  he 

with  what  the      must  treat  it  in  a  different  manner,  for  that  although 

conscience  of  the  there  might  be  a  probability,  that  that  which  was  sworn 

-  .^  , was  not  true,  yet  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  and  it 

aiiii  to  swear.  •  '  ^  ' 

was  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  try,  whe- 
ther it  was  true  or  not.  Upon  the  subject  of  inconsist- 
ency his  Lordship  also  observed,  that  though  the  exami- 
nation might  be  inconsistent  with  the  answers,  still  it 
might  be  sufficient ;  for  that  if  two  answers  contained 
inconsistent  representations,  no  further  answer  could  pos- 
sibly be  sufficient,  if  inconsistency  formed  a  ground  for 
considering  it  to  be  insufficient,  as  if  a  further  answer  was 
received,  it  might  be  inconsistent  with  the  first  answer* 
and  agreeing  with  the  second,  or  inconsistent  with  the 
second  answer,  and  corresponding  with  the  first,  but 
could  not  be  consistent  with  both  the  answers ;  and  that 
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inconsistency  therefore  did  not  go  to  the  point  of  instif*-  1823. 

fidency.  n^%^^^ 

Farquitarbon 

V. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  ssdd,  he  thought  that  the  exami-  Balfour. 
nation^  taking  it  altogether,  would  be  sufficient;  if  the  M^y^- 
defendant  would  make  an  affidavit,  that  he  had  not  in  his 
possession,  and  had  no  recollection  of  the  contents  of  a 
letter,  which  he  had  set  forth  in  some  of  the  earlier  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause  witii  so  much  particularity,  as  to 
induce  the  belief  that  it  must  at  that  time  have  been  iti 
his  possession ;  but  to  which  he  had  not  adverted  in  his 
examination  upon  the  interrogatories. 

The  defendant  on  the  5th  of  May  made  the  affidavit  re- 
quired by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  extended  it  to  ac- 
count for  certain  deeds^  relating  to  the  estates  in  question, 
widch  were  in  the  possession  of  a  person,  who  had  offered 
to  assist  the  defendant  by  producing  them. 

Mr.  ^gar  and  Mr.  Parker  for  the  pluntiff  now  con-       J^uy  6. 
tended,  that  the  deeds  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  in  ' 

this  country,  ought  to  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  released 
out  of  custody,  till  he  had  giren  security  for  the  production 
t>f  the  West  India  papers,  when  they  should  arrive. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  with  rei^ect  ta  the 
deeds  in  this  country,  the  plaintiff  must  have  the  inspec- 
tion of  them ;  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  securing  that 
inspection,  he  would  order  them  to  be  deposited  with  the 
Master.  With  respect  to  the  papers  in  the  fFest  Indies, 
bis  Lordship  said,  that  he  could  make  no  order  at  pre- 
sent, but  that  upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  he  should 
have  no  difficulty  in  ordering,  the  defendant  to  produce 
them  within  a  given  time,  and  if  they  were  not  produced 
in  conformity  to  the  order,  he  would  again  take  the  de- 
fendant into  custody,  or  in  the  event  of  his  'leaving  tiate 
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ims.  country,  would  lay  his  hands  upon  the  estate.    That  he 

^^^"^'^^^  considered  the  estate  as  a  security  for  the  production  of 

4S9VBASS0V  ^^  papers,  and  would  not  therefore  compel  the  defendant 

Baivoub.  to  give  any  other  security. 

The  Counsel  for  the  defendant  then  admitting,  that  the 
West  India  papers  had  arrived  in  this  country,  since  the 
examination  was  put  in ;  and  not  desiring  to  put  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  motion  for  the  production  of  them ;  the  following 
.    order  was  made  for  the  discharge  of  the  defendant. 

His  Lordship  doth  order,  that  the  defendant  Jolm  Bal' 
four  do  deposit  with  the  Master  upon  oath,  the  deeds 
books  papers  and  writings,  mentioned  respectively  in  the 
schedules  to  his  third  and  fourth  answers^  and  in  the  sche- 
dules A.  and  B.  to  his  examination  to  the  plaintiff's  in- 
terrogatories, and  the  deeds  of  the  15th  and  IGth  days  of 
June  1804,  and  the  deed  of  the  16th  day  ofJufy- 1804, 
mentioned  in  his  ajfidavit  sworn  the  6th  day  of  May  in- 
stant, and  thereupon,  and  upon  his  paying  the  plaintiff's 
costs  charges  and  expenses  already  taxed,  and  giving'ae- 
curity  to  be  allowed  of  by  the  Master  for  the  payment-  of 
such  further  costs  charges  and  expenses  of  the  plaintiff  as 
the  Court  shall  award;  it  is  ordered,  that  he  be  diis- 
charged  out  of  custody  as  to  his  said  contempt;  and  it  is 
ordered,  that  the  defendant  John  Balfour  do,  on  or  be- 
fore the  20th  day  of  May  instant,  deposit  with  the  ndd 
Master,  all  such  of  the  deeds  books  papers  and  wrilnigs, 
stated  by  him  to  have  been  in  die  West  JbuSes,  or  to  be 
on  their  way  from  thence  to  this  country,  as  have  latdy 
,  arrived,  and  been  received  by  him,  with  sych  affidavit  as 
^  may  be  advised  to  make  in  respect  thereof  |  nofi  it  is 
ordered,  that  the  sidd  defendant  do,  on  or  before  the  first 
ihj  qS  November^ext,  deposit  with  the  fsid  Master  tiie 
iwnaJBder  of  the.  said  deeds  (if; ai^y).  books  pager^  and 
writbgs  last  abovementioned  or  referred  to,  to  be  veiified 
by  affidavit. 
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LECHE  V.  Lord  KILMOREY.  la)  Boils. 

Before  Qrahqm  Baron^  and  Masters  Cox  and  Hwrvey^ 
iat  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


rriHE  pliuntiff  James  Leche^  being  a  lieutenant  in.  the  A  sura  of  money 
JL     86th  regiment  of  foot,  of  which  Lord  Kilmor^,  ^^  J*'*"  ^J  ^-  ^ 
.theiiuGenend'i\fetfd£am,  was  colonel,  fFUliam  Leche  paid    '*^  ^^  ^  ^"^* 
the  sum  of  1050/.,  into  tlie  hands  of  Messrs.  Cox.  and  ing  c.  promo- 
Greenwaodf  army  agents,  to  the  account  of  General  Need-  tioo  in  the  army, 
Aam,  aoeon^miued  by  die  ibOowing  note  :  Gendemm,  1  ^'^,7^.'''^ 
jnckxie.  I050A)  fd  be  placM  to  the  account  at  General  y^^^^^  of  B.  at 
Needkamj    and  to  be  ;at  hia  di^MMsal,  for  the  u^e  of  Lieu*  the  death  of  A. 
tenant  James  Leche  of  the  86di  regiment.    The  1050/.  ^-  '^^^'''g  •»««« 
waii^d  to  General  Needkam,  for  die  purpose  of  pur-  Zb^'JltTf 
chasing  the  plaintiff  rank  in  the  army,  when  an  opportu-  bishealth  to  quit 
nity  should  offer,  and  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  Cox  tbe  army,  and 
and  Greenwood,  at  the  time  of  die  death  of  WUliam  *«>^;ng »« F«»- 

'   .  ,  peel  ot  bein$ 

dLeohe^'^  Afkev  his  decease  the  plaintiff,  having  been  com-  ^ble  to  enter, 
fpeBed'from  the  bad 'state  of  his  health  to  quit  the  army,  into  the  Venice 
and  hsvii^  no  hopes  of  being,  again  able  to  enter  into  the  ^i^^*"*  ^'^  ^ '''" 
•ervicc,  filed. diis  biU,  in  die  year  1832,  »8«"">»^  ^'^  wdU^^riT 
'Kitmotfjf,''  and  against'  the  feprcsentadve  df   William  creed  to  be  paid 
JjechSj  lining  the'  fiiots  aboVeinentioned,  and  alleging  ^  him. 
that  ihe  m<^iey  was  paid  to  General  ^<?«iiAitin,  with  a 
diiectiiii,'  that»until'  it  could  be  laid  out  in  pui<ehasing 
yswnotfopjf  it  shduld  be  inrfested  on  good  seo^ride^  and  the 
interest  paid  to  thei^lnintiff,  and  that  several  small  sums 
of  money  had  been  actually  paid  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect 
of  BOch  interest;  ^he  Viltiberefore pniyed,  thatth^ pliun- 
ttff  might  be  declared  enUded  to  the  payment  of  the  said 

(«)  Ae  relMtionc  Mr,  Wigram. 
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1823.  sum  of  1060/.^  and  the  interest  due  thereon^  and  that  the 

^"^^^^^^^       same  might  be  paid  to  him  accordingly. 
Lbcbx 

V. 

Lord  KiucoasY.      The  defendant  Lord  Kilmarey  by  his*  answer  denied, 

that  any  directions  were  ever  given  respecting  the  lajring 
out  the  1060/.  at  interest^  or  that  the  plaintifiF  was  entitled 
to  the  interest,  or  that  he  had  ever  been  pzdd  any  money 
in  respect  thereof,  and  stated,  that  he  had  been  advised, 
that  when  the  plaintiff  left  the  army,  he  forfeited  his  right 

to  the  principal  and  interest. 

♦ 

The  other  defendant  claimed  the  1050/.  and  interest  as 
the  representative  of  fFUtiam  Leche. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Wigram  for  the  pUiintiff  cited. 
Barlow  v.  Orant^  (a)  Nevill  v.  Neuill,  {b)  Barton  v. 
Cooke,  (c)  Hammond  v.  Neames.  (d)  . 

Mr.  JVray  for  the  representative  of  WlUiam  Leche. 
Graham,  Baron. 

The.  intention  of  the  donor  was  evidently  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  plaintifl^  but  still  if  the  plaintiff  had  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  donor,  the  donor,  and  not  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  plainti£^  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  the  money.  The  plaintiff  however,  as  fiur  as  he 
has  been  able,  has  co-operated  with  the  intention  (rf  the 
donor,  and  the  circumstance  that  the  m<mey  was  left  in 
the  hands  of  the  army  agent  till  the  death  of  the  donor,  is 
a  strong  circumstance,  from  which  to  infer  his  intention, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  take  the  money  absolutely. 

.    The  decree  was  made  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bilL 

(a)  1  Vern.  S65.  (c)  6  Vcs.  461.    ' 

(«  2  Vera.  431. .  (rf)  1  SwsDst  Sfi. 
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ATTORNEY  GENERAL  v.  LORD  HOTHAAL    -  ^™' 

June  9 — 10 — 18. 

THIS  information,  which  was  filed  at  the  relation  of  Upon  an  inform- 
tbe  churchwardens  and  overseers  and  some  of  the  ation  to  set  aside 

inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  East  Moulseuy  stated,  that  »)«»5fwn«nety- 

^^  -^  nine  years  of 

there  had  been  from  time  immemorial  situate  within  the  charity  lands 

said  parish  certain  enclosed  lands,  called  the  Hale  and  the  defendants 

Hale^PUUtSy  which  were  many  years  since  conveyed  by  ^^  lessees  set  up 

the  then  owners  thereof  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  ..  ^ , ^^'^ 

^^  the  lease ;  upon 

parish,  and  that  the  said  lands,  although  the  conveyance  the  merits  it  was 

thereof  had  been  lost,  had  from  time  to  time  been  let  by  held,  that  there 

the  mhabitants  of  the  said  parish  assembled  in  vestry,  ^"o  ground 
,    ,         ^  ,        «        *    ,         .  *  ,      ,    T    ,  I.         «"^  *■»  defence, 

and  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands  had  from  |^q|  ^  Court 

time  immemorial  been  received  by  the  churchwardens  and  was  of  opinion, 

overseers  of  the  said  parish,  and  applied  in  the  repairs  of  **>**  if  the  merits 

the  church,  in  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and  in  other  ^.    ?^^ 

'  r      9  ^1^  lli^  defeod- 

parochial  purposes  in  aid  of  the  rates.  ^l,  ^^g^  ^^ 

topped,  and 
The  information  then  stated,  that  in  the  year  17^7  the  ^"^  not  di»- 
landa  in  question  were  demised  by  the  then  churchwardens  ^j^  ^     ^ 
of  the  parish,  with  the  consent  of  the  overseers  and  other  tained  the  pos- 


of  the  parish  in  vestry  assembled,  to  Thomas  "c*"®"** 

iS^Mna  and  Susannah  Norman^  the  owners  of  the  ad-  levees  ouebt  not 

joining  lands,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  to  have  been 

yearly  rent  of  31/.  10*.,  subject  to  a  covenant  that  they  permitted  to 

would  not  dig,  plough  up,  or  convert  into  tillage,  or  sow  *"**'  '"*    ®^'" 

with  any  kind  of  grain,  the  demised  premises,  or  any  part  principle  that 

thereof,  or  lop  or  top  any  of  the  trees  thereon ;   and  it  the  plea  of  nii 

further  stated,  that  upon  the  expiration  of  the  abovemen-  *«*«'' »» '*«*" 

tioned  lease  in  the  year  1788,  the  eaid  lands  were  (at  a  J^^^JJi* 

vestry  of  the  parishioners)  again  demised  to  the  said  ed  at  law. 

A  mere  hus- 
bandry lease  of  charity  lands  for  ninety-nine  years  at  an  uniform  rent  cannot  he  sup- 
ported. 


mo 
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GSVBRAL 
V. 

I^yrdHoTfiAH* 


l%onuu  Suiton^  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  Sir  Beam^ 
nwnt  Hotham,  (who  had  become  entitled  to  the  interest 
of  the  said  Susannah  Norman  in  the  adjoining  lands)  for 
the  further  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  like  rent  of 
31/.109.I  and  subject  to  the  like  covenants  as  were  con- 
tained in  the  first  mentioned  lease. 


.  nt  information  next  stated,  that  the  said  Hkomas 
SkiUon  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  last  mentioned 
lease,  and  that  iipon  his  death  the  benefit  of  such  lease 
became  vested  in  Sir  Thomas  Sutton  his  son,  and  that  at 
a  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  in  their  vestry, 
haU  aa  the  aOth  July  1/89,  it  was  isigreed  that  the  lease 
of.  tile  MeUe  lands  granted  to  the  said  I%omas  Sutton  in 
the  year  VJSR  should  be  cancelled,  and  a  new  lease  there<rf 
granted  to  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Sutton^  for  the  term  of 
ninety*nine-year8,  at  the  like  rent  and  subject  tof  the  like 
covenants  as  were  contained  in  the  former  lease,  and  that 
Piuch  new  lease  was  accordingly  execnted  by  tite  then 
cjinrcbwafdens  of  the  paridi  to  the  said  Sir  Thomas 
Sutton* 


The  information  then  stated  the  death  of  Sir  nomms 
Sutton^  in  1813,  and  that  by  virtue  of  his  will  the  defend* 
ants  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  in,  the 
Hale  lands  for  the  residue  pf  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine 
yearB,:^d  it  then  set  forth  an  act  of  Pariiament,. passed  in 
th^  year  181  &,  by  which  Commissioners  "Vf^re  appointed 
for  dividing  and  inclosing  the  commo(ns  and  waste  lands  in 
the  parishes  of  JEast  and  Wiest  Moulsey^  and  were  em* 
powere4  to  hear  and  determine  any  dispute,  which  mi^t 
IMrise  between  any  parties  interested  in  the  said  division 
and  indosure .  concerning  the  respective  shares  and  pro* 
portions  which  any  of  them  should  claim  in  or  to  the  lands 
imd^  (^ynds  thereby  .directed  to  be  divided  and  inclosed : 
but  it  was  provided  by  the  act,  that  nothing  therein  con* 
taiued  should  extend  to  enable  the  said  Commissioners  to 
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^eftermiiie  tlie  title  to  any  messuages  lands  tenementa  or 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  or  to  determine  any  right  be- 
tween any.  parties  contrary  to  the  possession  of  any  such 
parties,  except  in  cases  pf  encroachment  made  within  the 
period  of  twenty  years,  but^that  in  case  the  Commissioners 
should  be  of  opiiupn  against  the  right  of  the  person  or 
persons  sa  {n  possession^  they  should  forbear  to  make  any 
deiemunaftion  thereupon,  until  th^  possession  should  be 
given  up  by  or  recovered  from  such  person,  or  persons^  by 
ejectment  or  other  due  course  of  law.  The  act  of  Barlia* 
ment  contained  a  clausCi  by  which  parties  aggrieved  were 
enabled  to  appeal  to  the  general  quarter  sessions  which 
should  be  holden  for  the  county,  within  two  calendar 
months  next  alter  the  cause  of  complamt  should  have 
arisen,  on  giving  notice  of  such  appeal  to  the 
flioners  and  the  parties  concerned. 


liB33. 


AvToavsTr 

V. 

Lord  UotmiMm 


After  further  stating^  that  from  the  year  1779  tiie 
lessees  of  the  Hale  lands  had  been  also  lessees  under  the 
cfOWtt  of  the  manor  of  East  MouUey^  and  that  the  said 
numor  had  been  recently  purchased  from  the  crown  by  the 
defeadants;  the  infoi:mation  stated, ,  that  the /To/e  lands 
were  treated  by  the  Oommissioners.  under  the  act  of  Par* 
Uament  as  common  lands^  and  as  such  were  allotted  to  the 
defendants,  and  it  charged,  that  shortly  previous  to  the 
expiration  of  the  lease  granted  to  Thomas  Sutton  and 
SuH^nnah,  Norman  in  the  year  17^^  the  said  Thomas 
Sutton  set  up  a  claim  to  the  said  lands,  insistiog  that  the 
same  were  part  of  the  waste  lands  and  commons  of  the 
manor  of  East  Moulsey,  and  that  in  consequence  of  such 
daim  it  was  deemed  advisable  to  take  the  opinion  of 
counsel,,  and  that  a  case,  was  fu;cordingly  stated,  and  the 
facts  jm  such  case  approved  of  and  iigreed  to  by  the4»id 
Thorny  S^toH^  and  his  solicitor^,  and  that  the  said  case 
wa9  laid  before  Mr^  Serjeant ^MU  for  h^  opinion,  and 
tha^t  he  gave  an  ofunion  in  favour  of  the  title  of  the  parish 
to  the  s^d  lands. 
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Lord  HoTBAM. 


After  further  char^g^  that-  in  case  the  Hale  lands  were 
formerly  part  of  the  waste  lands  of  the  numor  of  Eitst 
MouUeyj  they  were  not  enclosed  therefrom  within  the 
space  of  twenty  years  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act, 
and  that  the  Commissioners  had  no  authority  to  allot  the 
same  to  the  defendants^  the  information  submitted,  that 
the  defendants  could  not  derive  any  title  to  the  said 
lands  under  the  said  inclosure,  or  any  allotments  of  the 
same  made  by  the  Commissioneis,  and  it  prayed,  that 
the  lease  granted  in  pursuance  of  the  ssud  agreement 
of  the  30th  day  of  July  1789  might  be  declared  to  have 
been  improvidently  and  improperly  granted  by  the  then 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Ectst 
Moulsey,  and  that  the  same  might  be  declared  to  be  null 
and  void,  and  might  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ;  and 
that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the 
possession  of  the  said  lands  to  the  churchwardens  of  the 
sdd  parish,  and  to  account  with  them  for  the  rents  which 
had  accrued  due  for  the  same  subsequently  to  the  25th  of 
December  1816,  (to  which  time  it  was  admitted  by  the  in* 
formation  that  the  rents  had  been  paid)  and  that  the  de- 
fendants might  also  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  all  deeds 

» 

papers  and  writings  relating  to  the  said  lands,'  or  any  part 
thereof.  • 


The  defendants  by  their  answers  denied,  that  the  Hale 
lands  had  ever  been  conveyed  for  the  use  of  the  parish, 
and  insisted  that  the  freehold  thereof,  as  parcel  of  the 
manor  of  JSktst  Mouhejfy  until  the  allotment  under  the  act 
of  Parliament  mentioned  in  the  information,  was  vested 
in  the  Crown ;  and  after  setting  forth  an  extract  from  the 
Parliamentary  Sun^ey  of  the  Crown  lands  taken  in  the 
year  1649,  containing  a  description  of  a  piece  of  land 
called  the  Hale  as  part  of  the  common  and  waste  lands 
belonging  to  the  manor  of  East  Mouls^,  and  also  setting 
forth  an  extract  from  the  Court  RoUs  of  the  said  manor  in 
I66I,  purporting  to  be  an  order  of  the  Court  banm  regu<- 
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lating  the  mode  in  which  the  commoners  were  to  enjoy, 
rights  of  common  on  the  Haley  the  defendants  stated,  that 
shortly  previous  to  the  year  I7IO  the  practice  began  of 
some  person  solely  occupying  the  Hale,  and  paying  for 
the  benefit  of  the  parish  a  yearly  sum  of  money  by  way  of 
compensation  for  the  right  of  common  thereon  to  which 
the  parishioners  were  entitled,  and  that  by  degrees  the 
parishioners  in  vestry  assembled  assumed  the  right  of 
letting  the  said  lands.  The  answers  admitted  that  a  lease 
of  the  Hale  lands  had  been  executed  to  Sir  Humifis  Sutton, 
and  that  upon  his  death  the  beneficial  interest  in  such 
lease  became  vested  in  the  defendants,  and  that  they  and 
those  under  whom  they  claimed  had  for  fifty  years  held 
the  said  lands  under  the  parish,  and  had  during  the  same 
period  been  the  lessees  of  the  manor,  and  then  went  on 
to  admit  that  the  defendants  had  lately  purchased  the 
manor,  and  that  the  act  of  parliament  was  passed  as 
stated  in  the  information,  and  after  further  stating,  that 
the  commissioners  appointed  under  the  ssdd  act  had  de- 
termined the  Hale  lands  to  be  part  of  the  common  and 
waste  lands  which  they  were  authorized  to  allot,  and  had 
allotted  the  same  to  the  defendants,  and  also  stating,  that 
to  the  belief  of  the  defendants  the  said  lands  were  not 
enclosed  firom  the  commons  and  waste  lands  within  the 
period  of  twenty  years,  or  any  other  period  of  time  pre- 
vious to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  parliament,  but  con- 
tinued parcel  thereof  up  to  the  time  of  their, being  al- 
lotted in  manner  aforesaid;  the  defendants  submitted, 
that  the  Commissioners  had  authority  to  divide  and  allot 
the  s^d  lands,  and  that  their  allotment  was  final  and  con- 
clusive, inasmuch  as  no  person  had  appealed  therefrom  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act  of  parliament,  and  they 
insisted  that  the  allotment  could  not  be  impeached  by  the 
Court,  and  claimed  the  same  benefit  of  the  objection  as  if 
they  had  made  it  by  plea  or  demurrer. 


1823. 

Atto&vxt- 
Gbkbeax. 

V. 

Lord  HoTBAM. 


Tl^e  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  informants  consisted 
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Attobhby- 
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Lord  HoTHAM. 


principally  of  a  series  of  entries  in  tlie  parish  books, 
which  were  made  evidence  by  being  in  erery  instance  au- 
thenticated by  the  parties  interested  in  the  manor,  and 
which  proved  that  the  Hale  lands  had  from  the  year  1710 
been  uniformly  dealt  with  as  the  separate  property  of  tiie 
parish ;  the  case  laid  before  Serfeani  IBff  stated  many  of 
these  entries,  and  also  stated,  that  Tkomag.  SmUtm  Ifce 
lessee  of  the  Hale  lands,  being  also  lessee  of  the  manor, 
permitted  the  timber  on  the  Haie  to  be  cut  and  ap|riied 
for  the  use  of  the  parish.  The  facts  stated  in  tins  case 
were  admitted  to  be  evidence  in  support  of  the  infimna- 
tion  under  the  following  circumstances.  It  was  proved 
that  in  the  year  IJS/y  Vfhen  the  case  was  laid  befbm 
Serjeant  Hilly  Thomas  Sutton  was  lessee  of  the  inaaor, 
and  Henry  Swann  deposed,  that  in  the  aboveosodfioncd 
year,  he  had  frequent  communications  withihr  Mid  ^nb- 
mae  Sutton  for  the  purpose  of  settling  Ae  fiien  existing 
disputes  as  to  Ihe  title  of  the  parish  el  Baet  Moubey  to 
the  Hale  and  Hale  Platt&y  and  Oatlt  was  at  first  pro- 
posed to  submit  the  matter  to  arbitration,  and  that  various 
communications  were  had  on  the  subject,  and  that  at 
length  when  the  necessary  facts  relating  to  the  matteis  in 
dispute  were  ascertained,  it  was  concluded,  that  instead 
of  proceeding  to  arbitration  the  opinion  of  Serjeant  HiU 
should  be  obtained,  and  that  every  means  were  used,  by 
making  searches  and  otherwise,  to  ascertain  the  facts  to 
be  stated  in  the  case  prepared  for  the  opinion  of  the  said 
Serjeant  Hill ;  and  that  the  statement  of  facts  in  the  said 
case  was  known  to  and  approved  of  by  tiie  sud  llamas 
Sutttntj  and  his  solicitors ;  the  witness  then  deposed,  that 
a  case  after  much  altercation  and  dispute  was  prepared 
for  the  opinion  of  the  said  Seijeant  Bill;  and  that  his 
opinion  was  taken  thereon,  and  that  such  opinion  was 
communicated  or  made  known  to  the  said  Thomas  Sut-^ 
ton,  the  said  case  and  opinion  having  been  in  his  pos^ 
session.  The  witness  further  deposed,  that  he  did  him* 
self;  within  a  very  short  time  after  the  said  opinion 
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procured,  communicate  the  purport  thereof  to  the  said 
Tiknruu  Suttony  and  had  several  communications  with 
him  afterwards  upon  the  subject  thereof^  and  that  such 
case  and  opinion  were  on  several  occasions  and  at  several 
diflerent  times^  the  subject  of  discussion  with  the  said 
Thomas  Sutton  in  the  presence  of  the  deponent,  and  that 
the  said  Thomas  Sutton  submitted  to  and  acquiesced  in 
the  said  opinion,  by  consenting  to  the  calling  of  a  vestry 
of  the  said  parish  of  East  Moulsey  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
letting the  said  lands,  and  agreeing  at  such  vestry  to  take 
the  said  lands  upon  lease  for  twenty-one  years^  The 
lease  of  the  Sale  lands  to  Sir  Thomas  Sutton  for  ninety* 
ame  years,  dated  the  IS^A  November  VJ^/d,  was  also  pro- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  informants. 


IMS. 


Anoftspr 

GBSB»AIi> 
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The  defendants  gave  in  evidence  the  parliamentary- 
survey,  and  the  Court  Rolls  of  the  manor,  but  they  did. 
not  shew  any  act  of  ownership  or  enjoyment  following  up 
these  documents ;  they  also  proved  the  inclosure  act  and 
the  award. 

Mr.  Borne  and  Mr.  Pepys  for  the  relators. 


The  object  of  this  information  is  to  deal  with  the  de- 
fehdanta simply  as.tenants;  the  Court  will  not :look  atthe 
title  of  thfe  defendants  independent  of  tbs  lefise,  it  wiB 
not  persfeit  them  to,  take  advantage  of  a-poesession  which 
they  have  obtained  as  lessees,  for  the  purpose  of  aasertiDg' 
a  title  whidi  they  cannot  have  except  in  opposition  to  the 
lights  of  their  landlord.  If  the  question  of  title  can  be 
intoodoced  at  all,  it  is  proved  that  the  parish  has  been  jn 
the  habit  of  letting  these  lands  for  upwards  of  a  Century ;« 
It  must  tiiereby  have  acquired  an  indefeasible  title  against 
all  the  world ;  it  is  not  pretended  that  tfaexe  ha»  been 
posseaaion  following  up  the  statement  in  the  parliamentary 
aurvey ;  ud  these  lands  ha^ng  been  enjoyed^  by  the  pan 
ridi  for  a  period  very  fer  exceeding  twenty  yeara  the<^om^ 
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misBioners,  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament^  baid  no 
authority  to  allot  them ;  if  the  defendants  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  lessees  of  the  parish^  it  is  quite  clear  that  a 
mere  husbandry  lease  of  charity  lands  for  ninety-mne 
years  cannot  stand. 


Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Temple  for  the  defendants. 


When  a  lessor  proceeds  adversely  agidnst  his  lessee  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  lease^  he  dissolves  the  re-, 
lation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and.  it  is  competent  to  the 
lessee  to  protect  himself  if  he  can  by  disaffirming  the 
title  of  his  lessor;  the  parish  has  had  only  a  qualified  pos- 
session of  this  land,  .they  have  held  it  as  compion  lands, 
and  their  title  is  destroyed  by  the  act  of  parliament.  It 
is  proved  that  in  1641  the  lands  belonged  to  the  Crown, 
and  as  the  Crown  can  grant  only  by  matter  of  recordy 
if  there  had  been  a  conveyance  to  the  parish  it  could 
have  been  produced.  The  act  of  parliament  has  pointed 
out  a  particular  mode  of  appeal,  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  is  therefore  excluded. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


In  giving  my  judgment  upon  this  case  I  shall  consider 
it  in  three  points  of  view,  first  as  it  presents  the  case  on 
the  part  of  the  relators,  considered  as  distinct  firom  the 
case  made  by  the  defendants ;  and  secondly  with  reference 
to  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  branching  oat 
into  two  distinct  grounds  of  defence.  With  respect  to 
the  first  view  of  the  subject  it  is  unnecessary  to  make  any 
observations  upon  it,  because  the  relief  sought  by  this  in* 
formation  is  quite  according  to  the  ordinary  practice  of 
the  Court  with  respect  to  charity  lands ;  it  is  too  dear  to 
admit  of  any  doubt,  that  a  husbandry  lease  of  lands  be- 
longing to  a  charity,  for  ninety-nine  years,  at  an  uniform 
rent,  cannot  stand,  unless  some  «ati8factory  reason  can  be 
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given  to  support  it ;  and  in  the  present  case^  the  fact  of 
the  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  having  been  snbstitated  for 
one  of  twenty-one  years^  without  any  agreement  being  made 
for  an  increase  of  the  rent  according  to  the  change  of  cir- 
cumstances, or  any  obligation  being  imposed  upon  the  te- 
nant U>  lay  out  any  money  upon  the  estate,  is  quite  con- 
clusive against  the  lease. 


1823. 
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Lord  HoTHAM. 


The  difficulties  therefore  which  belong  to  this  subject 
arise  out  of  the  case  made  by  the  defendants ;  admitting 
that  they  were  lessees  for  ninety-nine  years,  they  contend 
that  the  property  is  changed,  and  that  they  are  no  longer 
bound  by  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  to  support  that  po- 
sition two  grounds  are  taken,  First  it  is  said  that  if  the 
act  of  parliament  had  never  passed,  the  lands  in  question 
would  not  now  have  been  the  separate  property  of  the  parish, 
but  common  waste  lands  belonging  to  the  manor  of  East 
Mouhey,  It  is  attempted  to  make  that  out  by  adducing 
the  parliamentary  survey  and  the  Court-rolls  of  the  ma- 
nor, and  it  is  contended  that  those  documents  furnish 
strong  evidence  to  shew,  that  in  the  years  1649  and  1661 
these  lands  belonged  to  the  manor.  Both  the  documents* 
adduced  are  undoubtedly  deserving  of  great  consideration ; 
the  parliamentary  survey  in  particular  is  entitled  to  con- 
siderable weight,  from  the  accuracy  with  which  it  is  known 
to  have  been  taken ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  evi- 
dence is  documentary;  we  do  not  know  that  on  the  survey 
being  taken  it  was  attended  by  the  persons  claiming  these 
lands  as  their  property ;  the  parliamentary  surveyors  may 
have  been  nustaken,  and  with  respect  to  the  Court-rolls  of 
the  manor,  taken  by  themselves  they  are  evidence  only 
against  the  tenants  of  the  manor  and  the  lord  of  the  ma- 
nor. It  is  competent  to  the  Court  Baron  to  enter  upon 
their  records  my  land  to  be  their  conunon,  and  I  have  no 
means  to  dispute  it ;  their  record  therefore  is  of  itself  but 
ex  parte  evidence,  and  does  not  of  necessity  bind  third 
persons.    The  first  thing  the  Court  looks  at  as  the  crite- 

VoL.  I.  Q 


The  court-rollt 
of  a  manor, 
taken  by  them- 
selves, are  evi- 
dence only 
against  the  te- 
nants of  the 
manor*  and  the 
lord  of  the 
manor. 
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}833.  rion  of  property  is  usage  and  enjoyment.    Aacicvt  dcedi 

^"^"^^"^^  are  exceedingly  material  if  followed  up  by  possemon,  but 

^k    J^HflHK  0^  Vft   ^^P  Wl  ^^ 

Gbneral*  ^  ^^*  followed  up  by  possession,  and  if  there  has  been  a 

^'  long  enjoyment  and  uninterrupted  possession  moppodf 

tion  to  them,  they  lose  that  importance  to  whidi  they 


Presumption  of    ^^^^  Otherwise  be  entitled.    Very  high  judges  have 

law  in  fiivour  of  they  would  presume  any  thing  in  favour  of  a  long  enjoy«> 

longenjoymenl,   ment  and  uninterrupted  possession.     Suppose  this  case 

an   unintcrrapt-  ^^  ^^^  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  a  jury,  and  the 
ed  possession.  *    *^ 

parliamentary  survey  and  the  Court  Rolls  of  the  manor 

were  produced  to  shew  that  these  lands  belonged  to  the 
Crown,  and  no  other  evidence  was  produced  to  prove  that 
fact  \  and  on  the  part  of  the  parish  the  parish  books  were 
produced,  containing  these  different  entries,  and  it  was 
proved  that  the  parish  had  been  in  the  quiet  lei^oymeot 
and  uninterrupted  possession  of  this  property  for  one  hun- 
dred and  ten  years, — ^would  not  that  be  conclusive?  Is  not 
sixty  years  possession  a  title  against  the  Crown  ?  b  not 
one  hundred  and  ten  years  possession  sufficient  to  put  an 
end  to  any  claim  as  to  this  property  ?  We  must  suppose 
that  persons  who  have  a  right  to  property  will  assert  that 
right,  and  if  they  lay  by  for  one  hundred  and  ten  yean, 
and  suffer  the  property  to  be  enjoyed  by  other  persons, 
that  enjojrment  must  constitute  right.  I  cannot  have  the 
least  hesitation  in  saying,  that  whatever  may  have  been 
the  origin  of  the  possession  of  these  lands  by  the  parish) 
that  possession,  coupled  with  the  circumstance  that  the 
party  who  it  is  said  is  entitled,  has  been  standing  by  ^^ 
making  no  objection  to  the  property  being  enjoyed  as  the 
separate  property  of  the  parish,  must  decide  the  question; 
and  that  we  must  consider  these  lands  as  having  been 
originally  granted  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  parish, 
and  to  be  enjoyed  by  them  as  their  separate  exduaive 
property. 

The  second  part  of  the  case  made  by  the  defendants  is, 
that  the  act  of  parliament  gave  the  Commissioners  juri:>' 
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dictioa  to  decide  the  question  with  respect  to  these  lands^  18^3. 

bat  I  am  clearly  and  decidedly  of  opinion  that  they  had  no       ^<^*v*^/ 
jurisdiction  at  aU^  and  that  they  were  expressly  prohibited       Gbnbilai;' 
from  interfering  or  meddling  in  any  manner  with  this  sub-    ,     ,  J'* 
ject ;  it  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  if  they  had  no  ju-  ^^g^g  ^^  limited 
risdictioni  that  their  decision  is  a  nullity ;  it  does  not  create  tribunal  takes 
any  necessity  for  an  appeal,  where  a  limited  tribunal  takes  upon  itself  to  ex- 

ercise  a  iurisdic~ 

upon  itself  to  exercise  a  jurisdiction  which  does  not  be-  ^j^^  which  does 
long  to  it ;    if  it  decides  upon  matters,  with  respect  to  not  belong  to  it, 
which  it  has  no  authority,  its  decision  amounts  to  nothing,  its  decision 
and  no  paarty  can  in  the  least  be  bound  by  it.  amounts  to 

*-      ^  *  nothing)  and 

does  not  create 

There  is. therefore  no  ground  of  defence  upon  which  the  any  necessity  for 
right  of  the  relators  to  the  property  in  question  can  be  re-  ^^  »pp«al- 
sisted ;  but  there  is  a  feature  in  this  case  which  Courts  of 
justice  have  always  considered  it  their  duty  to  mark  with 
the  strongest  censure ;  that  the  tenant^  instead  of  en- 
deavouring to  protect  and  support  the  title  of  his  land- 
lord, has  done  all  in  his  power  to  impeach  it.  If  there  is 
one  principle  more  established  than  another  with  respect 
to  the  relation  between  landlord  and  tenant,  it  is  this,  that 
if  a  tenant  receives  the  possession  of  an  estate  from  a 
landlord,  he  never  can  dispute  the  title  of  that  landlord. 
There  are  instances  where  under  peculiar  circumstances 
Courts  of  justice,  when  third  persons  have  been  interested, 
have  let  the  tenant  in  to  shew  that  the  person  to  whom 
he  has  paid  rent  was  not  entitled  to  receive  it ;  (a)  but 
even  in  such  cases  it  has  always  been  done  with  the  very 
greatest  caution.  With  respect  to  the  principle,  it  is  the 
first  maxim  for  every  tenant  to  understand,  that  so  long 
as  he  retains  possession,  he  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  the 
person  who  gave  him  that  possession.  There  have  been 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  evident  that  the  landlord  had 
no  title,  and  yet  the  Court  would  not  hear  the  tenant  say 
6O9  as  for  instance  in  the  case  of  the  Bedford  Levels  (i) 

ft 

(«)  Roeen  V.  FiUher,  «  Taunt  S09.  (»)  6  East  536. 
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wliere  they  wanted  to  shew  that  the  lease  was  good  for 
nothing  because  it  was  not  registered^  when  the  tenaiit 
came  to  state  that^  his  evidence  was  not  allowed  to  be 
ceived. 


It  has  been  decided  a  hundred  times  over^  that  die 
nant  cannot  plead  the  plea  of  nil  hahuit  m  tenementis,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  in  cognizance  or  in  avowry  is  not  called 
upon  to  shew  his  title ;  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  the  relation  between  landlord  and  tenant 
exists^  to  allow  the  tenant  to  dispute  his  landlord's  title  > 
for  there  is  an  implied  covenant  that  the  landlord  sbali 
protect  the  tenant's  enjoyment,  and  the  tenant  shall  guard 
the  landlord's  title.  If  the  merits  of  this  case  had  been 
otherwise  the  defendants  were  estopped ;  if  they  wished 
to  dispute  the  title  of  their  landlord  they  ought  to  have 
given  up  the  possession ;  I  almost  doubt  whether  they 
ought  to  have  been  permitted  to  enter  into  evidence  at  all^ 
upon  the  principle  that  the  plea  of  nil  hahuit  in  iene-- 
mentis  could  not  have  been  pleaded  at  law;  but  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  the  justice  of  the  case,  i  was  unwill- 
ing to  exclude  the  evidence.  Upon  the  whole  view  of 
this  case,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  but  that  the  relators 
are  entitled  to  the  rdief  they  pray ;  the  consequence  is 
that  the  lease  must  be  declared  null  and  void,  that  posses- 
sion must  be  delivered  up,  and  that  there  must  be  an  ac- 
count of  the  rents  according  to  the  true  value ;  and  the 
defendants  must  pay  aU  costs. 


The  following  decree  was  made. 

His  Honour  doth  declare,  that  the  lease,  dated  the  18lh 
day  of  November  17^9,  ot  the  charity  lands  and  pren^ses 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  called  the  Hale  and  JBhle 
PlattSy  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  granted  in  pur- 
suance of  die  agreement  of  the  30th  day  of  Jufy  1/89  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned^  is  void,  and  doth  decree  the 
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same  accordingly;  and  his  Honour  doth  order  and  decree^  18$3. 

that  the  defendants  do  deliver  up  the  said  lease  to  the  re-       ^'^V^^x 
lators  fPilliam  Greening  Martin  and  William  Jtnnison,        Ginbral 
the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of  East  Moulset/,  to    j^.  *• 
be  cancelled^  and  that  the  said  defendants  do  deliver  up 
possession  of  the  said  charity  lands  with  the  appurte- 
nances^  and  all  other  the  premises  comprised  in  the  said 
lease,  to  the  said  William  Greening  Martin  and  William 
Annison  as  such  churchwardens  as  aforesaid;    and  his 
Honour  doth  order  and  decree,  that  it  be  re&rred  to  the 
master  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  of  the  said  lands 
and  premises,  which  have  accrued  due  since  the  25th  ot 
December  1816,  and  which  have  been  received  by  the  said 
defendants,  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  by  their  or 
either  of  their  order  or  for  their  or  either  of  their  use, 
and  in  case  it  shall  appear  upon  taking  the  said  account, 
that  the  saLd  defendants  or  any  or  either  of  them  have 
been  in  the  occupation  of  any  part  of  the  said  lands  and 
premises  since  the  said  25th  of  December  1816,  or  if  the 
«aid  master  shall  not  be  able  to  ascertain  what  rents  have 
been  received  in  respect  of  such  lands,  the  said  defend- 
ants are  to  be  charged  in  taking  the  aforesaid  account 
according  to  a  valuation  to  be  set  thereon  by  the  said 
master ;   and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  master  do  con- 
sider what  is  a  reasonable  rent  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
defendants  during  such  time ;   and  it  is  ordered  that  the 
said  defendants  be  charged  therewith  accordingly ;   and  it 
is  ordered  that  what  shall  be  found  due  on  taking  the  said 
account  be  paid  by  the  said  defendants  to  the  said  William 
Greening  Martin  and  William  Annison  as  such  church- 
wardens as  aforesidd,  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  master 
do  enquire  and  state  whether  the  said  defendants,  or  any 
of  them,  have  in  their  or  any  of  their  possession  custody 
or  power,  any  and  what  deeds  documents  books  accounts 
evidences  or  writings  belonging  to  the  said  lands,  and  tt 
is  ordered  that  the  said  defendants  do  deliver  the  saiiie 
to  the  sud  WiWam  Greening  Martin  and  WUUam  Jn^ 
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nisan  as  such  churchwardens  as  aforesaid.  And  it  is  or- 
dered that  the  said  defendants  do  pay  unto  the  relators 
their  costs  of  this  suit  to  be  taxed  by  the  said  master. 


Rolls. 
June  80. 


ELIZABETH  the  wife  of  JOHN  PMCHARD  by  her 
next  friend Plaintipf". 

AND 

GEORGE  AMES  and  the  said  JOHN  PRICHARD 
Djdfbndamts. 

Before   Graham,  Baron^  and  Masters  Alexander  and 
CoXy  for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


A  legacy  given 
to  a  married 
woman  *'  for  her 
own  use  and  at 
her  own  dis- 
posal** vests  in 
her  as  separate 
estate. 


THE  bill  in  this  cause  stated,  that  Mary  Bold  by  her 
will  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  240/. 
^'  for  her  own  use  and  at  her  own  disposal^''  and  ap. 
pointed  the  defendant  Ames  to  be  her  executor,  and  gave 
him  full  power  to  receive  the  residue  of  her  estate  for  lus 
own  use.  The  bill  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  legacy  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and 
prayed  that  it  might  be  pidd  to  her. 

The  defendant  John  Prichard  insisted,  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  legacy  in  his  marital  right. 

Mr.  Sugden  for  the  plaintiff  cited  Kirk  y.  Paulin,  (a) 
where  a  legacy  to  a  married  woman,  to  be  at  her  dispoeal^ 
.  was  held  to  vest  in  her  as  separate  estate. 

(a)  9  Vine  Abr.  95  pi.  48. 
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Mr.  Raupell  for  the  defendant  John  Prichard.  >88S. 


(»)  5  Yes.  517.  (r)  Coop.  CC.  88S. 

(lO  1  Bfodd.  Rep.  199,  {e)  4  Madd.  Rep.  409. 

(/)  5  Madd.  Rep.  491. 


PRICHAEO 

The  intention  to  give  the  property  to  the  separate  use  v. 

of  the  wife  must  be  clearly  manifested  in  order  to  defeat  ' 

the  jEDarital  right  of  the  husband,  LunJf  v.  MUnes.  (6)  A 
li^g3cy  given  to  a  married  woman,  ^^  for  her  sole  use  and 
benefit^''  vesta  in  her  as  separate  estate;  Adamson  v« 
ArmUage,  (c)  JBx  parte  Ray,  {d)  But  where  it  is  given 
only  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  the  right  of  the  hus- 
band is  not  excluded;  Wills  v.  Sayers.  {e)  Roberts  v. 
Spicer.  (/)  The  expression  ''  at  her  own  disposal"  cannot 
have  a  greater  effisct  than  the  words  '^  for  her  own  use 
and  benefit." 

0 

Mr.  JMdgman  for  the  executors. 
Orahamy  Baron. 

I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  upon  this  point ;  the  neces- 
sary effect  of  these  words  is  to  g^ve  this  legacy  to  the  se- 
parate use  of  the  plaintiff.  The  testatrix,  in  using  the 
words  ^^  at  her  own  disposal,"  has  stated  the  effect  she 
wished  to  be  produced;  her  intention  was  to  give  the 
plaintiff  that  power  of  disposition  which  the  law  does  not 
give  her.  Hie  words  ^'  at  her  own  disposal"  must  be  al- 
together rejected,  if  they  are  taken  to  mean  nothing  more 
than  "  for  her  own  use." 
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March  98. 

Where  two  per- 
sons execute  a 
lK>Dd,  the  one  as 
principal,  the 
other  as  sarety« 
and  no  other  as- 
surance is  exe- 
cuted at  the 
time,  the  surety 
paying  the  hond 
deht  is  a  simple 
contract  cre- 
ditor only  of 
the  principal. 


COPIS  V.  MIDDLETON. 

THIS  suit  was  ioBtituted  by  creditors  for  the  adminis^ 
tration  of  the  estate  of  John  Knotty  who  died  on  the 
28th  of  December  1792^  ftod  by  the  decree  made  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  dated  the  25th  of  November  1796^ 
it  was  referred  to  the  master  to  take  an  account  of  the 
debts  of  the  said  John  Knotty  and  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  master  should  enquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  whe- 
ther tl^e  defendant  Newman  Knott  had  paid  any  and 
what  debts  of  the  said  John  Knott,  as  surety  for  him,  or 
any  and  what  money  in  respect  of  any  such  debts,  and 
whether  the  said  Newman  Knott  received  any  and  what 
consideration  satisfaction  or  indemnity  in  respect  of  any 
or  either  of  the  said  debts,  and  to  what  extent,  together 
with  the  nature  of  such  security  satisfection  or  indem- 
nity. 

The  master  by  his  report,  dated  the  20th  of  Magf  1815, 
certified,  that  the  specialty  debts  of  the  said  John  KnM 
amounted  to  16065/.,  and  he  further  certified,  that  it  ap- 
peared by  the  evidence  brought  before  him,  that  the  said 
Newman  Knott  became  surety  for  the  sud  John  Knott 
to  a  considerable  amount,  and  paid  various  sums  of  money 
on  account  of  such  suretyship,  and  that  he  did  not  find 
that  the  said  Newman  Knott  received  any  consideration 
satia&ction  or  indemnity  in  respect  of  any  of  such  debts. 
In  l;he  schedule  to  his  report  the  master  included  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  said  Newman  Knotty  and  one  Jb^ 
Martiny  as  specialty  creditors  of  the  said  John  Knotty  in 
respect  ^of  sums  paid  by  the  said  Newman  Knott  and 
John  Martin  respectively,  in  discharge  of  the  principal 
and  interest  of  certain  bonds  entered  into  by  them  as 
sureties  for  the  said  John  Knotty  and  he  allowed  interest 
upon  such  principal  sums* 


Gom 
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The  bonds  in  which  Neunnan  Knott  was  Buret}^^  were  1833. 
dated  lespectiyely  the  8th  of  August  1781^  and  the  10th 
of  January  1792^  &nd  were  joint  bonds^  executed  by  him 
and  the  said  John  Knott,  to  Richard  F<^den  and  Thomas  Mwblbtov. 
Tlirgis  zespectiyelyy  and  were  conditioned  for  securing 
the  respective  sums  of  800/.  and  300/.  Tlie  principal 
and  interest  remaining  due  upon  these  bonds  was  paid  by 
Neunnan  Knott  after  the  death  of  John  Knott.  Tlie 
bond  in  which  John  Martin  was  surety^  was  dated  the 
8th  of  October  1701,  and  was  also  a  joint  bond^  executed 
by  him  and  the  said  John  Knott,  to  John  Boniface,  and 
conditioned  for  securing  the  sum  of  250/.  The  principal 
and  interest  due  upon  this  bond  was  paid  by  Martin  in  the 
lifetime  of  John  Knott,  and  the  bond  was  assigned  to 
Motrtin* 

These  feurts  were  brought  before  the  Court  by  two  ex- 
ceptions taken  by  the  plaintifis  to  the  Master's  report^  by 
which  it  was  insisted^  that  the  Master  under  the  circum- 
stances ought  not  to  have  considered  as  specialty  debts^ 
the  sums  paid  by  the  said  Newman  Knott  and  John 
Martin  in  respect  of  the  specialty  debts  of  the  said  John 
Knott,  but  ought  to  have  considered  such  sums  as  simple 
contract  debts  only,  and  ought  not  to  hate  allowed  in- 
terest thereon,  inasmuch  as  the  said  Newman  Knott  and 
John  Martin  in  making  such  payments,  did,  as  the  plain- 
tiflSs  submitted,  virtually  cancel  the  bonds  and  specialties, 
and  put  themselves  in  the  situation  of  simple  contract 
creditors  of  the  said  John  Knott. 

Tlie  cause  now  came  on  upon  the  exceptions. 

Mr.  Martin  Mr.  Wing  field  and  Mr.  Pepys  in  support 
of  the  exceptions. 

Where  a  bond  is  executed  by  principal  and  surety,  it  is 
4|uite  clear  that  the  surety  paymg  off  the  debt  becomes  at 
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MlDDIiBTOV* 


law  ia  3imple  ccmiauct  cieditor  of  the  pomcipal*  Ifia  re- 
medy against  the  principal  is  by  aa  indebitatus  asmmpgiiy 
or  an  action  on  the  case^  and  he  cannot  deqlare  i^on  the 
bond.  Upon  what  principle  then  can  the  surety  be  con- 
verted into  a  specialty  creditor  in  eqnity^  where  there  is  no 
contract  between  the  parties  that  he  shall  be  so  con- 
sidered. The  utmost  remedy  which  Courts  of  Equity 
have  afforded  to  sureties  has  been^  to  give  them  the  be- 
nefit of  all  the  continuing  securities  entered  into  by  the 
principal  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  but  when  a  bond 
is  paid  off  all  remedy  upon  it  is  at  an  end;  the  surety 
cannot  even  compel  an  assignment  of  the  bond ;  Gmnmon 
V.  Stone,  (a)  TFaffingtan  v.  SparJcs.  {b)  There  is  no  prin-^ 
ciple.  upon  which  a  Court  of  Equity  can  consider  the 
surety  as  a  specialty  creditor,  and  no  direct  adjudication 
upon  the  point  can  be  found  in  print.  The  case  of 
Hotham,  V.  Staney  (c)  by  which  the  Master  considered 


(a)  1  VeB.  839. 

(»)  %  VeB.  569. 

(c)  The  following  note  of  this 
case  is  extracted  from  the  Re- 
gister : — 

Hotham  v.  Stohk. 

Oq  the  12th  of  ^t^giwl  1774 
J9^  PsU  and  Jahn  FlaU  exe- 
cuted a  joint  and  scYeral  bond 
to  John  Stoekf  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  1000/.  and  inter- 
est«  aii'd  \}y  a  memorandum  in 
writing,  bearing  even  date  with 
the  bond,  and  signed  bj  I^Uj  it 
was  declared  that  the  name  of 
PUUt  was  inserted  in  the  bond  as 
a  secnrity  for />ft,  and  at  his 
request,  and  that'  no  part  of  the 
1000/.  was  received  by  Kattj 
and  Pytt  promised  to  indenmify 
PlaU  against  the  bond  and  the 
interest-thereto.    In  the  month 


of  ^t^Ml  1775  John  FUU  died, 
having  by  his  will  appointed  the 
defendant  Partridge  to  be  his 
executor ;  John  Pjftt  died  in  Aur 
guit  1776,  and  after  his  death 
the  principal  and  interest  due  on 
the  bond,  amounting  to  148SL, 
was  paid  by  ParirUgp^  to  whom 
the  bond  was  delivered  up. 

By  the  decree  in  the  cause  it 
was  amongst  other  things  order- 
ed, that  the  Master  should  en« 
quire  and  state  to  the  Court  the 
priorities  of  the  respective  in- 
cumbrances, annuities,  and  spe- 
cialty debts,  affecting  the  estates 
in  question  in  the  cause. 

The  Master  by  his  report, 
da[ted  the  6th  of  Deeemker  1809, 
set  forth  several  instruments  by 
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himself  to  be  bound,  is  not  Teported,  fiut  there  was  in 
that  case  a  special  agreement  between  the  parties,  and 
the  decision  was  appealed  from,  and  the  ajqpeal  com- 
promised ;  Robinson  v.  Wilson  {d)  does  not  amount  to 
a  decision,  and  the  cases  there  referred  to  are  distin- 
guishable from  the  present.  In  Oayner  v.  Royner  {e) 
the  bond  appears  to  have  been  accompanied  by  a  mort- 
gage ;  and  the  circumstances  of  Parsons  v.  Briddock  (/) 
shew,  that  the  point  in  question  could  not  have  arisen. 


1839. 


Con$ 

MiODLROS* 


Mr.  Shadwell  in  support  of  the  Master's  report. 

This  case  must  be  considered  in  two  points  of  view, 
first  with  respect  to  the  bonds  paid  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
principal,  and  secondly  with  reference  to  the  case  where 


which  John  PgU  became  seized 
in  fee  of  the  estates  in  qaestion, 
and  stated,  that  the  first  incum- 
brance on  the  said  estates  was  an 
annaity  of  800/.  granted  by  the 
said  John  P$U  to  the  defendant 
Robert  Sione,  and  that  the  se- 
cond incumbrance  thereon  was 
a  debt  of  400/.  due  to  Biehard 
Bowiherf  by  virtue  of  the  said 
John  Pyifs  bond,  dated  the  1 0th 
of  October  1775 1  and  after  stat- 
ing several  other  incumbrances 
affecting  the  said  estates,  the 
Master  certified,  that  a  state  of 
facts  had  been  carried  in  by 
Partridge f  claiming  to  have  the 
debt  paid  by  him  allowed  as  the 
second  incumbrance  upon  the 
estates  in  question,  but  that  upon 
consideration  of  the  claim  he 
bad  disallowed  t^e  same,  inas- 
mocb  as  he  humbly  conceived 
that  the  said  debt  was  not  any 


charge  or  incumbrance  upon  the 
said  estates. 

The  defendant  Pt^rtridge  took 
an  exception  to  the  report,  in- 
sisting that  the  Master  ought  to 
have  allowed  the  jclaim  as  the 
second  incumbrance  on  the 
estates. 

The  decree  declares,  that  the 
defendant  Partridge  is  entitled 
to  stand  as  the  second  incum- 
brancer upon  the  estates  in  ques- 
tion, and  directs  an  account  to 
be  taken  of  what  is  due  to  him 
for  principal  and  interest  by 
virtue  of  the  bond. 

Reg.  lib.  1800.  A^.  1S36. 

{d)  8  Madd.  Rep.  464. 

{e)  Search  has  been  made  for 
this  case  in  the  register,  and  it 
cannot  be  found. 

(/)  8  Vcrn.  608. 
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■  • 
1823.  the^ond  was  not  paid  by  the  surety  till  after  the  death  of 

the  principal.    In  the  first  case,  although  the  bond  debt 

was  extinguished  at  law,  the  surety  would  be  a  specialty 

MioDLCToir.      creditor,  because  a  Court  of  Equity  would  keep  alive  the 

bond  for  his  benefit,  and  on  the  principle  on  which  it  in- 
terferes to  prevent  legal  bars  from  being  set  up,  would 
permit  an  action  to  be  brought  upon  the  bond,  and  re- 
strain the  principal  from  setting  up  the  payment. — [Lord 
Chancellor :  Did  you  ever  hear  of  such  an  injunction  ?] — 
In  the  other  case  there  is  still  further  reason  to  consider 
the  surety  as  a  specialty  creditor,  because  it  was  compe- 
tent to  the  creditor  after  the  death  of  the  principal  to  have 
proceeded  against  his  estate^  and  then  the  surety  migfat 
have  filed  a  bill  to  have  the  benefit  pf  that  proceeding.  In 
Wright  V.  Morley  (a)  Sir  William  Grant  decided,  that 
the  surety  has  precisely  the  same  rights  as  the  creditor. 
Bobinson  v.  Wilson  is  the  only  case  which  bears  upon  the 
pointy  and  although  no  final  judgment  vps  given^  the 
opinion  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  was  in  favour  of  the 
surety.  It  may  fairly  be  inferred  that  the  principal  agreed 
to  indeomify  the  sureties,  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
sureties  not  having  taken  counterbonds  is  a  defect  in  form 
against  which  this  Court  ought  to  relieve. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

I  take  the  present  case  to  be  simply  this,  tipon  loans 
of  money  to  ^.  joint  bonds  were  given  by  «^.  and  £., 
B.  being  surety  for  ji.,  two  of  the  bonds  were  paid  off  by 
B.  in  the  lifetime  of  ^. ;  now  if  one  of  two  joint  obligors, 
being  a  surety,  pays  oB  the  debt  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
principal,  he  is  at  law  merely  a  mmple  contract  creditor 
of  the  principal,  and  if  the  principal  lives  for  twenty  yean 
after  the  payment  of  the  debt,  he  continues  dming  all 
that  time  to  be  at  law  a  ample  caatmcX  creditcnr  only, 

(•)  11  Vd.  18. 
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then  the  question  is,  whether  by  the  death  of  the  prin- 
cipal he  is  to  be  converted  in  a  Court  of  Equity  into  a 
specialty  creditor  against  his  assets.  With  respect  to  the 
bond  paid  off  after  the  death  of  the  principal,  the  ques- 
tions are,  whether,  inasmuch  as  at  the  death  of  the  prin- 
cipal there  was  money  due  upon  the  bond,  there  was  an 
equity  on  the  part  of  the  surety  to  compel  the  creditor  to 
go  in  agunst  the  assets  of  the  principal,  and  whether, 
there  having  been  no  interposition  for  that  puipose,  the 
ri^t  of  the  surety  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  creditor 
can  now  be  muntained.  When  it  is  considered  that  this 
was  a  joint  bond,  and  that  no  action  at  I^w  could  be 
maintained  except  against  the  surety,  the  surviving  debtor, 
it  b  a  strong  proposition  to  say,  that  the  surviving  debtor 
is  to  be  considered  in  equity  as  a  specialty  creditor  against 
the  assets  of  the  deceased  debtor.  With  regard  to  the 
case  before  Sir  Thomas  Sewelt  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  bear  at  all  upon  the  point  in  question ;  in  that  case 
there  was  a  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  cases  where  there 
is  a  bond  only  and  a  bond  and  mortgage  are  quite  dif- 
ferent. It  is  a  general  rule  that  in  equity  a  surety  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  all  the  securities  which  the  creditor 
has  against  the  principal,  but  then  the  nature  of  those 
securities  must  be  considered;  when  there  is  a  bond 
merely,  if  an  action  was  brought  upon  the  bond,  it  would 
appear  upon  oyer  of  the  bond  that  the  debt  was  extin- 
guished;  the  general  rule  therefore  must  be  qualified,  by 
considering  it  to  apply  to  such  securities  as  continue  to 
exist,  and  do  not  get  back  upon  payment  to  the  person 
of  the  principal  debtor ;  in  the  case  for  instance  where  in 
addition  to  the  bond  there  is  a  mortgage,  with  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  principal  debtor  to  pay  the  money,  the 
surety  paying  the  money  would  be  entitled  to  say,  I  have 
lost  the  benefit  of  the  bond,  but  the  creditor  has  a  mort- 
gage, and  I  have  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgaged 
estate,  which  has  not  got  back  to  the  debtor;  there  is  a 


ims. 


Com 
MioDLnow. 


It  isageoera] 
rule  that  in 
equity  a  surety 
is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  all  the 
securities  which 
the  creditor  has 
against  the  prin- 
cipal }  the  rule 
however  must  be 
qualified,  by 
considering  it  to 
apply  to  such 
securities  as  con- 
tinue to  exist, 
and  do  not  get 
back  upon  pay- 
ment to  the  per- 
son of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor. 
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great  difference  between  Sir  Thomas  SewelFs  case  a9 
stated  in  the  argument  and  in  the  judgment ;  Sir  Tho- 
mas Plumer  isayB  it  establishes,  that  a  surety  paying  a 
specialty  debt  has  a  right  to  be  considered  as  a  specialty 
creditor  of  the  principal,  but  that  does  not  at  all  follow 
from  the  statement  of  the  case.    There  is  another  distinc- 
tion between  the  present  case  and  the  case  before  Sir 
Thomas  Sewell,  that  the  mortgage  was  in  that  case  created 
at  the  same  time  with  the  bond ;  so  in  Wright  v.  Morley 
there  was  a  trust  coeval  in  creation  with  the  suretyship, 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  trust  fund  was  not  by 
contract  between  the  parties  first  to  be  resorted  to.  There 
was  no  final  judgment  in  Robinson  v.  Wikony  which  de- 
tracts from  its  authority.    The  authority  of  Hotham  r. 
.Stone  is  as  great  as  that  of  a  single  judge  can  be,  but  there 
was  an  appeal  firom  the  decision,  attended  by  a  onnpro- 
mise,  which  seriously  affects  the  case.    I  confess  that  I  was 
astonished  to  hear  that  it  had  been  decided,  that  when 
.there  was  merely  a  bond,  and  payment  of  the  bond,  with- 
out more,  the  surety  was  to  be  considered  as  a  specialty 
creditor ;  It  was  a  common  thing  in  bankruptcy,  before 
the  late  acts  of  Parliament  enabling  the  surety  to  prove, 
for  the  creditor  to  go  in  and  prove  the  debt  when  the 
principal  became  bankrupt^  and  then  the  surety  took  the 
benefit  of  the  proof,  but  if  the  surety  paid  the  debt  before 
the  creditor  went  in,  no  proof  could  be  made ;  when  the 
creditor  would  not  prove,  some  one  was  found  to  purchase 
the  bond,  an  assignment  was  made,  and  the  purchaser 
went  in  and  proved  for  himself. 


Jti^l 


The  Lord  Chancbixob. 


The  facts  of  this  case  are  simply  these,  two  individuals 
gave  a  bond,  the  one  as  principal,  and  the  other  as  surety ; 
no  other  assurance  was  executed  at  the  time,  no  mortgage 
was  made  to  secure  the  debt^  jio  counterbond  was  given 
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by  tbe  principal  to  the  surety;  and  the  question  to  be:         li^»: 
decided  is^  whether  the  surety,  having  piud  the  bond  after 
it  was  due,  is  a  simple  contract  or  a  specialty  creditor. 
I  understand  it  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Master,  an.     MiaBuao^jr. 
opinion  founded  on  one  or  two  cases  which  have  been 
stated,  that  the  surety  was  to  be  considered  as  a  specialty 
creditor  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  person  whom  he 
psdd ;  that  doctrine  appears  to  me  to  be  contrary  to  all 
that  has  been  settled  during  the  whole  time  I  have  been 
in  this  Court ;  every  thing  that  was  arranged  in  bank- 
ruptcy before  the  late  statute  enabling  the  surety  to  prove, 
every  thing  determined  before,  appears  to  me  to  have 
authorized  the  Court  to  consider  itqiute  clear,  that  if  there 
was  nothing  in  the  case  beyond  what  I  have  stated,  the 
surety  having  paid  the  bond  could  be  nothing  more  than 
a  simple  contract  creditor  in  respect  of  that  payment ;  the 
bond  was  not  assigned  to  any  body  in  consideration  of  a  • 
sum  of  money  paid,  which  was  one  way  we  used  to  ma- 
nage these  things ;  there  was  no  counterbond  given,  which 
was  another  way  in  which  we  used  to  manage  these  things, 
so  that  if  the  surety  paid  one  bond,  he  became  instantly  a 
specialty  creditor  by  virtue  of  the  other  bond.    If  any 
suit  was  now  instituted,  I  apprehend  the  payment  of  the 
bond  would  shew  that  the  bond  was  gone.    There  has 
been  a  case  cited  where,  upon  the  genatd  ground  that  a 
surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  securities  which  the 
creditor  has  against  the  principal,  it  seems  to  have  be^i 
thought,  that  the  surety  was  entitled  to  be  as  it  were  a  vvhere  a  bond  i$ 
bond  creditor  by  virtue  of  the  bond ;  I  take  it  to  be  ex-  pven  by  priaci*; 
ceedingly  clear,  if  at  the  time  a  bond  is  given,  a  mort-  P**  *^*  surety, 
gi«eisalao  made  for  securing  fhe  debt,  the  surety,  if  he  Si,*^^^ 
pays  the  bond,  has  a  right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  U madeforae- 
mortgagee,  and  as  the  mortgagor  cannot  get  back  his  caring  the  debt, 
estate  again  without  a  conveyance,  that  security  remains  "®  '"u^u*  *  j*** 
a  valid  and  effectual  security,  notwithstanding  the  bond  ii^gi^rlglido' 

debt  is  paid;  but  if  there  is  nothing  but  the  bond,  my  stand  in  place  of 

the  mortgagee. 
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Ift^S.  notion  iB,  that  as  the  law  says  that  bond  is  discharged  by 

the  payment  of  what  was  due  upon  it,  the  bond  is  gone, 
9.  and  cannot  be  set  up.    That  is  the  opmion  which  I  hare 

MtDDi«Tov.      formed  of  this  case. 

0 

Exceptions  allowed. 


JtdMTSi.  ANGERSTEIN  v.  MARTIN. 

Tesutor,  havinc     T  OHN  Julius  Angerstem  by  his  will,  dated  the  16th  of 

devised  lands  to  ^  January  1883,  gave  and  devised  aU  his  freehold  et- 
•^.  for  life,  re-  ^  ^  © 

DiAinder  to  h»      ^^^  ^'^  ^^  counties  of  Norfolk  Uncoln  and  Stfffidk  re- 
children  in  strict  spectively,  to  Sir   George  Martin  and  Andrew  Henry 
settlement,  di-      Thomson  and  theur  heirs,  to  the  use  of  John  Angerstein 
f , .  I      for  life,  remainder  to  the  uses  after  mentioned,  that  is  to 

estate,  subject  to  Bay,  as  to  the  estates  in  the  county  of  Norfolk^  to  the  use 
the  payment  of  of  John  Julius  JFUlkan  Angerstein^  the  eldest  son  of  the 
debts  and  legs-  ^^  j^/^  Angerstein,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and 
convenient  med  ^^®r  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  remsdnder  to  JFVwfe- 
to  be  laid  out  in  rick  AngersieiUj  the  second  son  of  the  said  John  Anger- 
the  purchase  of  ^^^-^^  foy  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  sue 
tledforthwith  to  <^B8ively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  JFilliam  Angerstanj 
the  same  uses,  the  third  son  of  the  said  John  Angerstein,  for  life,  re- 
with  a  proviso,     mainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail 

that  the  trust-  ^  ,  remainder  to  Caroline  and  Elizabeth,  the  daughters 
momes,  until  *  '  .  ^ 

thej  should  be  laid  out,  might  be  invested  upon  government  or  real  securities,  the 

dividends  and  interest  of  which  were  to  go  and  be  paid  ss  the  rents  of  the  lands  to 

be  purchased  would  go  and  be  payable ;   a  large  portion  of  the  testator's  personil 

estate,  not  required  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  being  invested  in  the  funds, 

and  upon  securities  carrying  interest,  the  tenant  for  life  was  held  entitled  to  the  in- 

tarert  of  that  portion  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 
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of  the  aaid  John  Angerstein^  for  their  lives  suceeMively,  .1823. 
and  to  their  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male^ 
remainder  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said  John  An-- 
gersiein  for  ever ;  and  as  to  the  estates  in  the  counties  of  MAMUf. 
lAncoln  and  Suffolk  respectively^  the  testator  devised  the 
same^  after  the  death  of  the  said  John  Angersiein,  to  the 
like  iises^  except  that  the  estates  in  the  county  ol  Lincoln 
were  first  limited  to  the  use  of  the  said  Frederick  Anger^ 
stein  and  his  first  and  other  sons  successively,  and  those 
in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  to  the  use  of  the  said  fFilliam 
Angerstein  and  his  first  and  other  sons  in  like  manner. 
The  testator  then  gave  several  annuities  and  pecuniary  and 
specific  legacies,  and  he  gave  all  his  stocks  funds  money 
securities  for  money  and  all  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  funeral  and  testa-  *- 
mentary  expenses  debts  legacies  and  annuities,  to  the  said 
Sir  Oeorge  Mattin  and  Andreto  Henry  Thomson  their 
executors  administrators  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  seU 
all  such  parts  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  as  should  be 
in  their  nature  saleable,  and  to  coUect  and  receive  all  such 
parts  thereof  as  should  not  be  so,  and  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  sale,  and  also  the  monies 
which  should  be  collected,  upon  trust,  as  to  four  tenth 
parts  thereof,  with  all  convenient  speed,  (with  the  con- 
sent of  the  said  John  Angerstein  during  his  life,  and 
after  his  decease  with  the  consent  of  the  person  for  the 
time  being  in  possession  of  the  estates  in  the  county  of 
Norjblk  under  the  limitations  thereinbefore  contained)  to 
lay  out  and  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and 
forthwith  to  convey  settle  and  assure  the  lauds  so  to  be 
purchased,  to  the  uses  thereinbefore  declared  of  and  con- 
cerning the  said  last-mentioned  estates ;  with  a  proviso, 
that  in  the  mean  time  and  until  the  said  four-tenth  parts 
of  the  said  trust  monies  should  be  laid  out  and  invested 
in  a  purchase  or  purchases  in  the  manner  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  with  such 
consent  as  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time  to  place  out  and 
Vox,.  I.  K 


Martiit. 


234  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1 823.  invest  the  same  in  their  names  in  the  public  stocks  or 

funds,  or  upon  governmetit  or  real  security  at  interest, 
V.  and  to  alter  vary  and  transpose  such  stocks  funas  and 

securities,  and  that  the  di^ddends  interest  and  annual  pro* 
ceeds  arising  from  such  stocks  funds  and  securities,  should 
from  time  to  time  go  and  be  paid  to  such  person  or  per- 
sons, and  be  applied  to  such  uses  intents  and  purposes, 
and  in  such  manner,  as  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  here- 
ditaments to  be  purchased  with  the  monies  invested  there- 
on would  go  and  be  payable  or  applicable,  in  case  such 
purchase  or  purchases  were  actually  made ;  and  as  to 
three  other  tenth  parts  of  the  said  trust  monies,  and  as  to 
the  three  other  remaining  tenth  parts  thereof,  the  testator 
directed  the  trustees  to  stand  possessed  thereof,  upon 
trust  to  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  were  thereinbefore  respectively 
limited  and  declared  of  and  concerning  his  estates  in  the 
counties  of  Lincoln  and  Suffhlky  with  a  like  power  to 
invest  such  monies  on  such  securities  as  aforesaid,  and 
to  vary  the  same,  and  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof 
were  in  like  manner  to  go  and  be  paid  to  such  person  at 
persons  as  the  rents  of  the  hereditaments  to  be  purchased 
therewith  would  go  and  be  payable;  the  testator  ap- 
pointed the  said  Sir  George  Martin  and  Andrew  Henry 
Thomson  to  be  the  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  January  1823,  leaving 
the  said  John  Angerstein  his  only  son  \  the  several  child- 
ren of  the  said  John  Angersteii}  named  in  the  will  of  the 
testator  were  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  but  none 
of  them  had  any  issue. 

The  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  possessed  of  a 
very  large  personal  estate,  consisting,  amongst  other 
things,  of  money  in,  the  public  funds,  and  of  money  due 
to  him  on  securities  carrying  interest ;  and  after  providing 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  of 
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tlie  legAcies  and  annuities  given  by  his  will,'  the  interest  IBM. 

of  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  in  the 
hands  of  his  executors  amounted  to  many  thousand  pounds 
per  aimam. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  said  John  Angerstein^  within 
a  year  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  against  his  children, 
the  tenants  fov  life  in  remainder,  and  against  the  execu- 
tors, for  the  purpose  of  having  the  question  determined, 
idiether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  annual  interest 
of  the  dear  remdue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  fron» 
the  time  of  his  death,  or  whether  the  amount  of  such  in- 
terest dvridg  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death  formed 
part  of  the  general  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
for  the  benefit,  (after  the  expiration  of  tlie  first  year)  of 
the  plaintiff  during  his  life,  and  of  the  devisees  in  remain- 
der after  the  decease  of  the  plaintiff;  The  bill  prayed,  that 
it  might  be  dedared  by  the  Court,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  receive  and  be  paid  for  his  life  the  amount  of 
the  annual  interest  or  yearly  produce  of  the  clear  residue 
of  the  testator*s  personal  estate,  from  the  time  of  the  said 
testator's  death ;  and  that  if  necessary  tiie  usual  accounts 
might  be  taken  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  and  effects, 
and  the  clear  residue  thereof  ascertained,  and  secured 
during  the  plaintiff's  life  in  such  manner  as  the  Court 
should  direct. 

The  defendants  the  executors  by  their  answer  stated, 
that  the  testator  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  possessed  of 
several  sums  in  the  public  funds  of  this  coimtry,  only  part 
of  which  could  be  required  for  the  payment  of  his  fimeral 
and  testamentary  expenses  debts  legacies  and  annuities 
then  remaining  unpaid ;  and  that  he  was  also  possessed  of 
property  to  a  large  amount  in  the  Russian  funds,  no  part 
of  which  could  be  required  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ; 
and  they  further  stated,  that  in  case  an  eligible  estate 
should  bt  offered  for  sale,  they  were  prepared  to'  adtanco 
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1893.  300,000/.  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase^  and  to  settle 
the  estate  to  the  uses  of  the  testator's  will,  and  they  sub- 
mitted to  the  Court,  that  if  such  a  purchase  and  settle* 
Mabtik.  ment  had  been  made,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  the  rents  of  the  settled  estate  from  the  date  of 
the  agreement  for  the  ptirchase. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber  for  the  plaintiff. 

If  it  be  the  principle  of  this  Court  that  a  will  must  be 
construed  according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  it  is 
strange  to  say,  that  where  the  produce  of  personal  estate 
is  given  for  life,  the  tenant  for  life  is  not  to  enjoy  it 
during  the  first  year,  when  the  produce  of  that  year  may 
be  the  whole  benefit  which  the  tenant  for  life  may  deriye 
from  the  bequest.  In  Stott  v.  Hollingworth  {a)  the  Fke- 
Chancellor  held,  that  the  first  year's  interest  of  the  residue 
formed  part  of  the  capital,   but  that  case  was  decided 
without  reference  to  authorities,  and  the  judgment  ap- 
pears to  have  proceeded  upon  a  supposed  resemblance 
between  the  case  of  pecuniary  and  residuary  legatees; 
without  remarking  upon  the  legitimacy  of  the  reasoning 
in  that  case,  there  are  many  authorities  which  expressly 
contrast  the  case  of  a  pecuniary  legacy,  with  that  of  a  re- 
sidue.    In  Taylftr  v.  Hibbertj  (b)  which  follows  the  de- 
cision in  Stoil  V.  Hollingworth,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
seems  to  have  acted  upon  a  mistaken  view  of  Sitwell  v. 
Bernard,  (c)  which  he  refers  to  in  the  judgment  as  having 
established  a  general  rule ;  the  decision  in  Sitwell  v.  Ber^ 
nard  involves  no  such  general  rule  as  has  been  attempted 
to  be  extracted  from   it;  the  testator  in  that   case  di- 
rected an  accumulation  to  an  undefined  period,  the  inter- 
est of  his  personal  estate  to  become  capital  till  the   por- 
cbase  of  real  estate,  and  the  Court  only  held,  that  the 

(a)  3  Madd.  161.  (c)  6  Ves.  520.      . 

(J*)  I  Jac.  and  Walk.  SOS. 
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testator  must  have  contemplated  a  time  when  the  accu-  1823. 

mulation  should  cease ;  the  reasoning  in  Sitwell  v.  Ber^ 

nard  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  testator  has  said,  the 

residuary  legatee  shall  not .  enjoy  even  the  interest  till  a        Maiwiii. 

future  time,  and  not  to  the  converse  of  that  case,  where 

the  testator  has  expressly  declared  that  the  residuary 

legatee  shall  enjoy  the  interest  from  his  death.  In  Fearns 

V.  Young,  (a)  which  is  subsequent  to  Sitwell  v.  Bernard, 

your  Lordship  declared  that  there  was  no  rule  settled  on 

the  point.     If  the  tenant  for  life,  according  to  a  settled 

rule,  can  take  nothing  during  the  first  year,  the  decision 

in  Gibson  v.  Bott  {b)  is  erroneous.    The  rule  that  a  pe-  , 

cuniary  legacy  shall  not  carry  interest  within  a  year  after 

the  death  of  the  testator,  when  the  testator  )ias  left  the 

question  open,  and  has  not  intimated  his  intention,  is 

only  for  the  convenience  of  the  executor ;  it  is  no  breach 

of  the  duty  of  an  executor,  notwithstanding  the  rule,  to 

pay  the  legacy  within  the  year,  if  he  is  satisfied  that  the 

assets  are  sufficient ;  the  circumstances  of  this  case  shew 

that  the  testator  intended  his  son  to  enjoy  the  property 

from  the  time  of  his  death, 

Mr.  Pepifs  for  the  children  of  the  plaintiff  the  legatee^^ 
iu  remainder. 

There  are  two  w^ys  of  considering  this  case,  First 
whether  there  is  any  general  rule  upon  this  subject,  and 
secondly  whether  this  case  forms  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule.  The  judgment  in  Sitwell  v.  Bernard  has 
always  been  considered  as  establishing  the  principle,  that 
the  tenant  for  life  of  a  residue  is  entitled  to  the  interest 
only  from  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator ;  and  that  principle  has  been  recognized  and  acted 
upon  in  Taylor  v.  Hibbert,  Stott  v.  Hollingworth,  ^nd 

(.^)  9  Ve$.  549.  (*)  7  Vcs.  S9. 
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^hriffith  V.  Morrison*  (a)  It  is  true  that  the  will  in  Sitwell 
V.  Bernard  contained  a  direction  to  accumulaite^  but  the 
Court  held^  that  the  direction  to  accumulate  should  not 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  tenant  for  life^  and  there- 
fore that  it  should  not  operate  at  all;  and  then  the 
question  arose  from  what  time  the  tenant  for  life  should 
be  entitled  to  the  interest ;  the  Court  determined  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  interest  from  the  end  of  a  year  after 
the  death  of  the  testator,  by  analogy  to  the  time  fixed  for 
giving  interest  upon  pecuniary  legacies.  If  the  first  year's 
interest  is  given  to  the  tenant  for  life  insurmountable 
difficulties  may  arise,  as  the  executors  may  be  involved  m 
debts  and  liabilities  of  the  testator  which  require  time  to 
be  adjusted.  There  are  no  circumstances  in  this  case  to 
take  vt  out  of  the  general  rule. 


Mr.  Martin  and  Mr.  Farrer  for  the  executors. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  case  of  Sitwell  v.  Bernard  cost  me  an  infinite 
deal  of  trouble.  My  only  doubt  was  whetlier  I  was  not 
too  bold  in  overruling  the  testator's  intention,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  restraining  the  accumulation  to  one  year  after  his 
death.  In  that  case  I  merely  decided,  that  though  there 
was  a  direction  for  accumulation,  the  tenant  for  life 
should  not  be  kept  out  of  the  interest  beyond  the  year. 
If  I  went  any  further,  and  gave  reason  to  think  that  I 
meant  to  lay  down  any  such  general  rule  as  is  now  con- 
tended for,  I  can  only  say,  that  I  did  not  use  my  usual 
caution  in  guarding  myself  from  being  misunderstood. 
Sitwell  V.  Bernard  was  the  very  converse  of  this  case ; 
there  the  testator's  personal  estate  was  so  affected  by  cir- 
cumstances, that  it  was  impossible  to  bring  it  together  for 
several  years ;  there  was  a  direction  to  lay  out  the  capital 
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with  the  accumulation  in  land ;  it  follows  of  course  that 
there  could  be  no  direction^  like  that  in  the  present  case, 
that  the  interest  in  the  mean  time  should  go  to  the  tenant 
for  life.  The  Master  of  the  RoUs  has  either  nnstaken  my 
meaning  in  tliat  case,  or  I  have  mistaken  the  effect  of  my 
own  decision ;  for  in  Fcarns  v.  Youngs  I  expressly  stated 
that  I  did  not  consider  the  rule,  as  settled ;  In  Gibson  v. 
Bott  I  did  not  consider  that  there  was  any  rule  against  my 
acting  as  I  did  J  Sitwell  v,  Bernard  and  Stott  v.  IloUing-' 
worth  diiSer  extremely,  there  was  no  direction  in  the  latter 
case  to  lay  out  the  money  in  land,  nor  any  direction  as  to 
the  interest  of  the  money.  I  should  not  have  decided  Stott 
V.  Hollingtvorth  without  hearing  a  most  elaborate  argu- 
ment on  both  sides.  I  must  look  at  the  case  of  Sitwell  v, 
Bernard  before  I  give  my  judgment. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  stated  the  will,  and  observed  that 
the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  tes- 
tator's real  estates  from  the  time  of  his  death,  and  tliat  if 
the  trustees  in  the  course  of  the  year  after  the  death  of 
the  testator  laid  out  the  whole  of  the  personal  estate  in 
the  purchase  of  lands,  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to 
say,  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  rents 
of  those  lands  from  the  time  of  the  purchase.  His  L/ord- 
ship  further  observed,  that  the  proviso  enabling  the  trusy 
tees  to  lay  out  the  money  in  tlie  stocks,  or  upon  real  se- 
4:urity,  authorized  them  to  continue  it  upon  existing  mort- 
gages, and  he  then  proceeded  in  the  following  terms. 
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I  take  the  cases  of  Sitwell  v.  Bernard^  Eutivisth  v, 
Marklandy  (a)  and  Stuart  v.  Bnierc^  (i)  not  only  not  to 
govern  this  case,  but  to  be  directly  the  converse  of  it.  In 
all  those  cases  an  accumulation  was  directed,  and  the  inten- 
tion was,  that  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  till  the 
purchase  was  made  should  form  part  of  the  monies  tr^  be 
Jiiid  out;  no  person  was  to  Uike  any  hiterest  till  the  trusts 

* 
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IS^S.  with  respect  to  the  purchase  were  completed,  and  tiioie 

trusts  could  not  be  completed,  till  the  intermediate  profits 
u.  were  laid  out.    In  Sttwell  v.  Bemara  the  question  was 

Martim.  what  the  Court  was  to  do,  where  the  testator  directed  the 
interest  to  accumulate  and  be  laid  out  with  the  principal, 
and  the  Court  held,  that  the  direction  for  accumulation 
should  only  operate  for  one  year,  and  that  although  the 
personalty  remained  as  personalty,  it  should  at  the  end  of 
the  year  be  considered  as  converted  ;  that  the  beneficial 
enjoyment  should  be  the  same  as  if  the  conversion  had 
been  made. 

That  decision  appears  to  me  to  have  been  right,  even 

supposing  the  case  to  have  been  an  original  one,  the  more 

so  as  it  followed  the  previous  cases  before  lAjrd  Lough-' 

borough  and  Lord  Thurlow.    The  principle  upon  which 

the  Court  proceeded  in  that  case  was  this,  that  such  a 

conversion  must  be  made  as  was  most  for  the  benefit  of 

all  parties,  and  that  by  compelling  the  trustees  to  proceed 

with  all  diligence  to  get  ip  the  personal  estate,  to  arrest 

mortgagors,  file  bills  of  foreclosure,  sue  upon  bonds,  the 

accumulation  would  in  all  probability  be  much  less  than 

if  more  temperate  proceedings  were  taken ;    the  Court 

therefore  in  that  case,  contemplating  all  the  difficulties 

which  belonged  to  such  a  trust,  cut  the  knot  and  said, 

that  after  the  end  of  a  year  the  accumulation  should 

cease,  and  what  was  real  should  be  enjoyed  as  real,  md 

what  was  personal  should  be  enjoyed  as  personal.     Those 

cases  essentially  differ  from  this,  in  which  the  testator 

directs,  that  when  the  personal  estate  shall  be  coUected, 

pot  that  the  interest  thereafter  to  arise  shall  be  laid  out 

with  the  principal,  but  shall  be  enjoyed  by  the  person  oi- 

titled  to  the  rents  and  profits.     The  question  then  is, 

M'hether,  as  the  testator  has  given  the  tenant  for  life  an 

immediate  interest  in  the  real  estates,  and  has  directed 

that  if  in  the  course  of  the  year  an  estate  shall  be  bought « 

the  tenant  for  life  shall  be  entitled  to  the  rents  from  the 
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time  of  die  purchafie^  although  the  ycfur  has  not  elapsed,  1833. 

and  has  also  directed  as  to  the  personal  estate,  that  it       ^^"V^/ 
shall  be  laid  out  on  mortgage,  or  in  the  stocks,  a  direc-        »c»»w«iw 
tion  which  would  not  compel  the  trustees  if  they  found         Martiit. 
money  on  good  security  to  call  it  in,  there  can  be  any  in- 
conTenience  in  saying,  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled 
to  the  interest  of  the  personal  estate  from  the  death  of 
the  testator;    this  case  is   clearly  distinguishable  from 
those  to  whkh  I  have  referred,  and  I  think  with  respect 
to  the  interest  of  ^o  much  of  the  personalty,  bearing  in- 
terest, as  is  not  necessary  to  be  applied  for  the  payment 
of  debts  or  legacies,  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  it 
from  the  death  of  the  testator.    I  know  of  no  case  which 
prevents  executors,  if  they  choose,  from  paying  legacies,  Execnlors  may 
or  handing  over  the  residue  within  the  year,  and  if  it  is  P*^  Icgacic*,  or 
dear,  currente  annoj  that  the  fund  for  the  payment  of   -.        ....    ^* 
debts  and  legacies  is  sufficient,  there  can  be  no  incon-  year  after  the 

l^enience  in  so  doiog.  death  of  the  tes- 

tator. 


1 823. 

HEWITT  V.  MORRIS,  (o)  J^^^- 

^   '  March  18. 

jr%OBERT  HEWITT  by  his  will,  dated  the  13th  of  T««i«tor  directs 

JlI/  February  1810,  after  giving  several  pecuniary  and  j^j^^^  ^j^^ ^^ 

specific  l^acies,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  sidue  of  his  cs- 

the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  upon  trust  to  convert  *«*«»  *^cf  P»y- 

into  money  all  such  parts  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of      j  i  ^    • 

f^  funds  or  upon  secnrities,  the  ioterest  to  be  paid  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  hit  death 
Um  priocipd  to  be  held  upon  trusts  for  bi$  children ;  the  tenant  for  life  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  interest,  accruing  within  the  year  next  after  the  testator's  decease,  upon 
funds  on  which  the  testators  property  stood  invested  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
which  were  not  required  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies. 

(«)  From  the  resemblance  of  this  case  to  Jngertiein  v.  Martin^ 
and  its  importance  to  the  profession,  it  has  been  thought  convenient 
to  give  it  immediate  publication  without  r^rd  to  the  date  of  the 
decisoa. 


Hkwitt 
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I82o.  money  or  stocks,  and  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  ie* 

gacies,  to  invest  his  said  residuary  estate  and  effects  iu 
the  purcliase  of  government  or  other  stocks  funds  or  se- 
HoRRis.  curities,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  stocks  funds 
and  securities  so  to  be  purchased  and  acquired,  as  to  one 
moiety  thereof,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  dividends  and 
annual  proceeds,  as  and  when  the  same  should  from  time  to 
time  arise  and  be  received,  to  fFilliam  Hewitt  for  life,  and 
after  his  death,  to  pay  an  annuity  to  his  widow  for  her 
life,  and  subject  to  the  annuity  upon  certain  trusts  in  the 
said  will  mentioned  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the 
said  fFilliam  Hewitt^  and  for  default  of  issue  of  the  said 
fFilliam  Hewitt^  then  upon  the  like  trusts  for  the  benefit 
of  the  children  of  John  Hewitt ;  the  testator  thea  be- 
queathed the  other  moiety  of  tli,e  said  stocks  funds  and 
securities  to  John  Hetoitt  for  life,  witli  limitations  after 
his  decease  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children, 
similar  to  those  before  declared  as  to  the  first  mentioned 
moiety  in  favour  of  the  widow  and  children  of  the  said 
fFilliam  Hetmtt,  and  he  appointed  Thomas  Morris,George 
fFren  Le  (3rand,  James  Hartlett,  and  John  Munton  to  be 
his  executors. 

The  testator  died  on  the  24th  of  Septetnber  1820,  and 
the  said  fFilliam  Hetoitt  and  Sarah  his  wife,  John  Hewitt 
and  ^nne  his  wife,  and  several  children  of  the  said  John 
Hetvitty  survived  him,  and  joined  iu  instituting  this  suit 
against  his  executors. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  on 
the  12th  of  August  1822,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  take  the  usual  accounts  of  the  testator's  personal  es- 
tate, and  by  a  separate  report,  dated  the  25th  of  February 
1823,  the  Master  certified  that  all  the  debts  of  the  tes- 
tator had  been  paid.  (A) 

{b)  U  did  not  ap[liAr  by  tho  pelilion,  but  it  was  sUted  at  tbe  bar, 
that  the  legacies  had  also  been  paid* 


Hewitt 
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The  said  fFilUatn  Hewitt  having  died  without  having  had  1  ^33. 

any  children  on  the  1 1th  of  February  1823,  and  having 
by  his  will  appoint^  the  plaintiff  SaraJ^  Hetoitt  to  be  his  «. 

executrix,  a  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  said  SaraA  MoR»ii. 
Hetoitt^  and  by  the  plaintiff  John  Hewitt^  stating,  that  the 
defendants  the  executors  had  in  hand,  on  account  of  the 
interest  accrued  due  on  the  testator's  estate  within  the 
year  next  after  his  decease  the  sum  of  3fJAl.,  which  they 
submitted  to  pay  as  the  Court  should  direct ;  and  inas- 
much as  the  said  sum  of  374/.  was  interest  and  dividends 
accrued  due  on  the  stocks  or  funds  in  which  the  testator's 
property  was  invested  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  did  not 
arise  from  any  investment  of  the  testator's  estate  made  by 
his  executors  subsequent  to  his  death,  the  Petittoners  sub- 
mitted, that  they  were  entitled  under  the  trusts  of  the  tes* 
tator's  will  to  have  the  same  paid  to  them  in  equal  shares, 
and  prayed  that  it  might  be  paid  to  them  accordingly. 

Mr.  Sugden  in  support  of  the  petition  argued,  that 
there  was  a  distinction  between  pecuniary  legacies  and 
residuary  bequests.  He  referred  to  Angerstein  v.  Martin^ 
and  stated  that  the  decision  of  the  Vtce^-ChanctUor  in 

Stott  V.  Hollingworth  (c)  was  appealed  from,  and  that  the 

case  was  afterwards  compromised. 

Mr.  Harty  i^inst  the  petition,  distinguished  the  case 
frmn  Angerstein  v.  Martin,  there  being  no  dilrection  to 
lay  out  the  money  in  land,  and  contended  that  there  could 
be  no  question  upon  the  subject  if  Stott  v.  Hollingworth 
constituted  the  law  of  the  court;  he  mentioned  Toy-- 
lot  V.  Hibbert  {d)  and  admitted  that  m  Angerstein  y. 
Mahrtin  the  Court  had  expressed  an  opinion,  that  SU- 
well  V.  Bernard  {e)  had  no  application  to  the  point  in 
question. 

(e)  8  Madd.  161.  (d)  1  Jac.  Walk.  SOS. 

(«)  S  Ves.  5^0L 
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1823. 


Hbwitt 

V. 
MOBRII. 


The  Lord  Chancellob.. 

I  muBt  read  this  will ;  Sitwell  v.  Bernard  turned  en-* 
tirely  upon  its  peculiar  circumstances^  and  instead  of  au^ 
thorizing  the  decision  in  Taylor  v.  Hibberty  was  directly 
the  converse  of  that  case.  In  Sitwell  v.  Barnard  there 
was  an  express  direction  that  the  interest  should  accu- 
mulate^ and  the  Court  put  a  stop  to  the  accumulation  at 
the  end  of  one  year ;  to  have  come  to  a  contrary  decision 
in  Angerstein  v.  Martin,  I  must  have  gone  the  length  of 
saying,  that  if  a  real  estate  was  bought  in  Februanf^  the 
tenant  for  life  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  the  rents. 
I  understand  an  observation  has  been  made^  that  that  case 
was  an  exception  out  of  the  general  rule,  my  only  com- 
ment upon  that  is,  that  the  general  rule  never  had  any 
thing  to  do  with  it. 


18S4. 
MiMTCh  12. 


The  Lord  Chancxllor. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,. whether  upon  the  true 
construction  of  this  will,  the  tenant  for  life  is  to  have  the 
interest  which  proceeds  from  the  fund,  so  far  as  it  is  not 
necessary  to  be  disturbed  for  the  pajrment  of  debtfc  and 
legacies,  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  whether  that 
interest  for  the  first  year  is  to  be  added  to  the  bulk  of  the 
residue ;  my  opinion  upon  this  will  is  that  the  tenant  for 
life  is  entitled  to  that  interest.  Sitwell  v.  Bernard  ap^ 
pears  to  have  been  much  misunderstood,  at  least  aa  to 
what  I  meant  by  it ;  in  that  case  there  was  an  express 
direction  that  the  interest  should  accumulate,  and  be  Uud 
out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  the  question  was,  not 
whether  the  parties  to  take  for  life  were  to  take  from  the 
death  of  the  testator,  but  where  the  accumulation  was  to 
stop,  regard  being  had  to  the  fact,  that  if  it  was  not 
stopped  somewhere  the  tenant  for  life  might  have  no 
benefit  at  ^1 ;  the  Court  could  not,  agaijist  the  express 
directions  of  the  will,  say  ihut  the  tenant  for  life  should 
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be  entitled  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  it  being  1823. 

clearly  intended  that  he  should  have  some  benefit,  it  was        ^^^^^^^ 

HlWITT 

necessary  to  fix  a  time  from  which  he  should  be  entitled ;  «. 

I  cannot  infer  from  what  I  have  done  in  one  case  as  to        Morris. 
stopping  the  accumulation  of  interest ;    that  the  interest 
is  to  accumulate  in  another ;    I  therefore  think  that  the 
prayer  of  this  petition  is  right,  and  must  be  granted. 


Rolls. 

CHICHESTER  v.  SHELDON.  -^"^  ^- 

THIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  Wood  springing 
parish  of  LlmhadarnfauTj  in  the  county  of  Ceir-  from  the  roots 
digan.  for  the  tithes  of  wood.    The  defendants  by  their  or  siooU  of  trees 
answers  msisted,  that  no  tithes  of  wood  of  any  description  ^^^  neither  its 
within  the  said  parish  were  due  or  of  right  payable  to  the  own  age,  nor  the 

plaintifiF,  and  stated  that  they  believed,  that  no  tithes  had  ■««  ^^  *^«  ^^^^ 

■_  'a.!--     Ai-  e  'J  1       J  r      from  the  roots 

been  withm  the  memory  of  man  ever  paid  or  rendered  for       »    ■    r  w  u 

'  ^  or  stools  of  which 

any  wood  felled  or  cut  down  within  the  said  parish  or  the  it  sprung,  will 
titl^ble  places  -thereof,  or  within  any  other  parish  or  exempt  it 
place  within  the  said  county  of  Cardigan. 

The  evidence  adduced  by  the  plaintiff  proved,  that  the 
defendants  had  cut  down  quantities  of  wood  and  under- 
wood, which  grew  from  the  roots  or  stools  of  trees  which 
had  been  formeriy  cut  down.  On  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants several  witnesses  were  examined,  whose  testimony 
tended  to  establish  a  general  belief  and  reputation,  that 
no  tithe  of  wood  grown  in  the  parish  of  Llanbadamfaury 
or  in  the  county  of  Cardigan^  was  due  or  payable ;  and 
it  was  proved,  that  a  great  part  of  the  wood  which  had 
been  cut  down  by  the  defendants  was  of  more  than 
twenty  years'  growth. 
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1823.  Mr.  Skadwell  and  Mr.  Barber  for  the  defendaats. 

^^  The  question  is  whether  a  sufficient  defence  may  not  be 

^BBLDoif.       made  to  this  suit  upon  ime  of  these  grounds,  either  thai 

a 

there  is  a  prescription  in  non  dedmando  for  the  county  of 
Cardigan,  or  that  the  wood^  in  respect  of  which  titiie  is 
demanded,  sprung  from  ancient  roots^  or  was  of  move 
than  twenty  years'  growth.  Upon  the  latter  ground  no 
tithe  can  be  demanded  for  a  great  proportion  of  the  wood 
which  has  been  cut;  where  such  a  tree  as  is  timber  by  the 
general  law  of  the  land,  or  by  the  custom  of  the  country, 
is  not  cut  down  till  it  is  upwards  of  twenty  years'  growth, 
the  age  of  the  tree  exempts  it  from  tithe,  and  it  b  imma- 
terial whether  it  has  sprung  firom  an  old  stool  or  not. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  tithe  is  due  for  germins  cut 
down  under  twenty  years*  growth,  when  sprung  from  the 
roots  of  trees  not  cut  down  till  upwards  of  twenty  years' 
growth  \  to  bring  this  point  before  the  court  an  enquiry 
must  be  directed,  at  what  ages  the  trees  were  cut  down 
from  the  roots  of  which  the  germins  have  sprung.  In 
point  of  law  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  may  be  a  pre- 
scription  in  non  dedmando  for  a  county  or  a  hundred ; 
Doctor  and  Student  325.  Brook's  Abr.  Title  Dismes,  pi. 
14.  Coke's  Second  Institute  345.  IRcks  v.  fToodson, 
1  Lord  Raymond,  137.  4  Mod.  Rep.  386.  GwiU.  550. 
There  is  no  reason  why  this  prescription  should  not  pre- 
vail for  the  county  of  Cardigan,  as  well  as  for  the  wealds 
of  Kent  Sussear  and  Surrey.  No  objection  can  be  made 
to  the  mode  in  which  the  prescription  is  laid  by  the 
answer;  it  is  the  acknowledged  rule,  in  tithe  causes,  that  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  defendant  has  so  stated  his  case,  as  that 
the  plaintiff  may  know  what  it  is  he  has  to  contend  with. 

• 
Mr.  Sugden  Mr.  Lynch  and  Mr.  R.  J\  Richards  for 
the  plaintiff. 

The  defence  put  upon  the  record  is  a  prescription  in 
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9wn  dccimaiulo  for  Uie  county  of  Cardigan.  The  answer 
states  merely  the  fact  that  no  tithes  of  wood  have  been 
paid  m  the  parish  or  the  county ;  is  that  the  proper  mode 
of  pleading  a  prescription  in  non  dtcimando  ?  The  parti« 
cular  ground  of  exemption  ought  to  have  been  .stated ; 
if  a  defence  thus  pleaded  is  allowed  to  prevail,  the  prin- 
ciple of  all  the  caaes  will  be  subverted.  The  only  autho- 
rity in  favour  of  the  position,  that  no  tithe  is  due  for 
gtrmins  sprung  from  roots  which  originally  carried  timber 
trees  of  more  than  twenty  years'  growth,  is  the  passage  in 
the  second  institute  ;(a)  Lord  Hardwicke  has  expressly  de- 
nied the  authority  of  that  passage  in  fFalton  v.  Try  on  ;  (A) 
and  the  cases  uniformly  contradict  it.  Turner  v.  Smith  (c) 
IValbank  v.  Hayxcard  (d)  JLetvis  v.  Snell  (e)  Ford  v. 


1823. 


(a)  2  Inst.  p.  43. 

(b)  9  Gifill.  827.  Arobl.  130. 
(c;  2  Gwill.  529. 

{d)  Wood's  Tithe  Causes  512. 

(«)ABOte  of  this  case  which 
is  referred  to  in  Ford  v.  Rac$ler 
is  subjoiaed. 

Lewis  o.  Svrll.    In  the  Ex- 

« 

chequer  Mich.  Term  1811. 

The  rector  of  Chingford  in  the 
county  of  Essex  claimed  the 
tithes  of  the  parish  in  kind,  and 
particularly  the  tithes  of  wood 
and  underwood,  and  stated  that 
the  defendant  Snell  was  in  the 
years  1806  and  1807  the  pro- 
prietor of  certain  woods  and 
pieces  of  wood  grounds  lying  in 
the  parish,  and  that  in  the  year 
1807  he  sold  part  of  the  wood 
therein  srowtns:  to  the  defend- 
ant  Parker,  and  that  both  the  de- 
fendants had  cut  wood  growing 
as  well  from  old  stubbs  as  from 
other  trees,  and  bad  refused  to 
pny  any  tithes. 


The  defendants  by  their  answer 
stated,  that  since  the  month  of 
December  1803  the  defendant 
Snell  had  been  the  proprietor  of 
several  woods  in  the  parish,  and 
amongst  others  of  two  groves 
called  Taverner's  grove  and  Pol- 
lards  grove,  and  that  in  the 
month  of  April  1807,  being  de- 
sirous of  having  ail  the  wood 
and  underwood  then  standing  in 
the  said  two  groves  grubbed  up, 
in  order  that  the  same  might  be 
converted  into  arable  land,  he 
agreed  with  the  defendant  Parker 
to  sell  to  him  all  the  timber  trees 
pollards  and  underwood  then 
standing  thereon.  The  defend- 
ants further  stated,  that  one  of 
the  s;rul  proves  had  been  since 
grubbed  up,  and  that  th^*  other 
\^as  in  the  act  of  being  gruhbod 
up,  and  that  the  wood  purchased 
by  the  defendant  Parker  con- 
sisted of  oak  and  hornbeam  tim- 
ber, and  also  of  pollards  and 
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Cbighbstbr 


Bacsiert  (/)  The  latter  case  eatablishes  this  point  also, 
that  germins  sprung  from  roots^  whatever  be  their  age  ; 
are  subject  to  tithe ;  no  germin  can  by  age  acquire  an 
exemption. 


joung  trees  aad  tellers,  and  of  a 
siDall  quantity  of  underwood, 
and  that  some  of  the  pollards  in 
the  groves  had  tops  of  small 
value,  and  some  of' the  tellers 
were  from  old  stubbs,  but  that 
an  equal  quantity  thereof  were 
young  timber  trees  sprung  from 
acorns ;  and  the  defendants  in- 
sisted, that  the  plaintiff  could 
have  no  right  or  title  to  any  pro* 
duce  of  the  said  groves  and  woods, 
save  only  as  to  the  said  under- 
wood, and  as  to  such  tellers  as 
were  thereinafter  mentioned, such 
produce  having  consisted  of  tim- 
ber of  upwards  of  twenty  years' 
growth,  and  of  wood  growing 
from  old  stubbs  and  stools  of 
timber,  and  which  being  about 
thirty-two  or  thirty-three  years 
old  at  the  least  ought  to  be  deemed 
and  considered  as  timber,  and  a^ 
Such  not  titheable,  and  also  of 
pollards,  which  being  of  near  a 
century  old  or* thereabouts  ought 
therefore  to  l>c  deemed  and  con- 
Sidered  as  coming  within  the  same 
denomination ;  and  with  respect 
to  the  tellers  the  defendant  Snell 
said,  that  if  any  such  had  been 
cut  down  under  the  growth  of 
twenty  years,  he  submitted  that 
the  same  were  not  tithable,  by 
reason  that  the  same  were  cut 
down     before     their    maturity 


merely  for  the  purpose  of  gniB- 
bing  up  the  groves,  and  con- 
verting them  into  arable  land: 
'The  defendant  Parker  then  stated 
that  the  principal  part  of  the  pol- 
lards and  other  wood  purchased 
by  him  bad  been  sold  and  used 
for  the  purposes  of  firewood  and 
billet  wood. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  the  de- 
fendant rejoined,  and  witnesses 
were  examined  on  Iwthside^ 

By  the  decree  it  was  refeiied  to 
the  deputy  remembrancer  to  take 
an  account  of  what  timber  trees 
had  been  cut  down  topped  or 
pollarded  on  the  lands  of  defend- 
ant Snell  within  the  parish  of 
Ckingford^  since  the  defendant 
Snell  came  into  the  possessicm 
of  the  estates  and  premises 
whereon  the  same  were  growing, 
which  were  under  the  growth  of 
twenty  years,  and  of  the  value 
thereof  $  and  also  to  ti^ke  an  ac- 
count of  what  coppice  wood  and 
underwood  had  been  cut  down 
by  the  defendants  from  the  pc- 
riod  afurcKaid,  and  of  the  valcre 
thereof;  and  also  to  take  an  ac- 
count oi  what  germins  had  been 
cut  by  the  defendants  from  tlift 
stools  of  trees  above  twenty 
years'  growth,  and  whether  any 
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The  MastIIr  of  thb  Rolls. 


18^3.  , 


CHrcHcncR 
Sue  LOO  y. 


This  is  a  bill  filed  by  ah  impropriate  rector  for  the 
tithes  of  wood ;  the  title  of  the  rector  is  proved^  and  be' is 
therefore  primd  facie  entitled  to  this  tithe,  as  there  can  be  ^ Tithe  of  wood 
no  doubt  upon  the  authorities  that  the  tithe  of  wood  is  «»<*"«  of  com- 
due  of  conlmon  right ;  with  respect  to  underwood  and  ^^^  '*» 
coppice  wood  particularly  it  has  been  determined,  that 
notmthstanding  they  do  not  yield  an  annual  increase,  yet 
inasmuch  as  they  are  cuf  periodically/ they  are  in  the 
proper  sense  articles  which  yield  an  increase,  and  are 
tithable.  In  this  case  therefore  it  is  upon  the  defendants 
to  shew  some  reason  why  they  are  exempt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  these  tithes.  The  first  ground  of  disfence  is  a  pre- 
scription in  non  decimando,  whicb  is  stated  in  a  manner 
not  very  usual  in  cases  of  this  nature,  it  being  alleged 
merely,  that  no  tithes  of  the  description  sought  by  the 
bill  have  ever  been  paid  in  the  parish,  or  in  the  county  of 
Cardigan.    The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whe- 


and  what  part  thereof  had  been 
cot  from  ttools  aboye  twenty 
y  ears^  growth  mixed  and  cut  with 
coppice  and  nnderwood,  and  also 
to  take  an  account  of  the  bark 
had  and  stripped  bj  the  defend- 
ants from  any  of  the  trees  be- 
longing to  the  defendant  Sneil 
since  the  same  period,  (except 
snch  as  were  timber  trees)  and  of 
tbe  value  thereof. 

The  master  by  his  report  found, 
that  a  large  quantity  of  coppice 
urood  and  underwood  had  been 
cot  down  by  the  defendants  since 
the  period  in  the  decree  men- 
tioned, to  the  amount  in  value 
of  9151.;  and  he  also  found,  that 
adiice  the  same  period  a  large 
djuantity  of  gerroins  had  been 

VbL-I. 


cut  down  by  the  defendants  from 
the  stools  of  trees  above  twenty 
years*  growth,  growing  upon  the 
said  lands,  which  germins  were 
mixed  and  cut  with  coppice  and 
underwood,  hornbeam  pollards 
maple  young  trees  tellers' aUfl 
faggot  wood :  but  he  stated  that 
no  evidence  having  been  adduced 
before  him  of  the  value  of  such 
germins,  he  had  been  unable  to 
ascertain  the  same. 

» 

The  cause  was  heard  on  further  . 
directions  on  the  15th  of  Jii/jy 
1S16,  and  a  decree  was  made  for 
payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  a 
1 0th  part  of  the  value  of  the 
coppice  wood  and  underwood 
with  costf« 
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There  may  be  a 
prescription  in 
non  deeimatuUf 
for  a  district ; 
or  even  for  a 
hundred. 

f 


Where  a  pre- 
scription in  non 
^eimtindo  is  set 
Up,  the  party 
must  shew  the 
specific  ground 
upon  which  he 
claims  to  pr^ 
scribe. 


ther  the  mode  adopted  in  this  answer,  is  the  proper  noode 
of  stating  such  a  defence.    The  Court  has  never  been  in 
the  habit  of  yielding  easily  to  claims  of  this  description ; 
in  other  cases  of  customs,  where  a  modus  for  instance  is 
payablje,  it  is  a  different  thing,  ^^'^  '^  some  equiralent: 
but  where  a  defendant  insists  upon  paying  nothing,  it 
being  directly  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  land,  the  Court 
holds  him  strictly  to  make  out  his  title.    It  is  true  that 
the  uniform  tenor  of  the  books  is,  that  for  a  district,  or 
even  so  far  as  a  hundred,  a  party  may  prescribe  in  turn 
decimando :   but  though  the  doctrine  is  generally  recog- 
nized, I  know  of  no  instance  in  which  such  a  prescription 
has  succeeded,  except  in  the  three  counties  of   Kent 
Sussex  and   Surrey.     Whenever  an  attempt  has  beeu 
made  to  resist  the  right  of  the  rector  upon  the  ground 
of  a  prescription  in  non  dedmando,  the  Court  has  been 
very  careful  to  see,  whether  the  defence  was  not  founded 
upon  an  ignorance  which  prevailed  as  to  the  liability  to 
tithes,  and  not  upon  any  definite  legal  right.    There  are 
several  instances  of  that,  Smith  v.  Johnson,  (a)    Nagle 
V.  Edwardp.  (J)  If  defences  of  this  nature  were  given  way 
to  easily,  that  which  proceeds  from  ignorance  might  verj- 
often  be  converted  into  a  legal  ground  of  defence,  and 
prescriptions  in  non  decimando  established  in  every  county 
in  the  kingdom.    Upon  these  grounds,  where  a  pre- 
scription m  non  decimando  is  set  up,  the  Court  always 
calls  upon  the  party  to  shew  a  legal  ground  of  defence, 
and  to  make  it  out  clearly ;  he  must  hot  only  state  the  fact 
that  no  tithe  is  due,  or  has  been  paid,  but  why  it  is  not  due, 
or  has  not  been  paid ;  he  must  bring  forward  the  spedfic 
ground  upon  which  he  claims  to  be  entitled  to  prescribe 
in  non  decimando.    If  he  make  out  that  it  is  by  custom, 
he  must  state  the  custom,  and  put  it  distinctly  in  issue. 
In  this  case  the  party  has  stated  merely  the  fact  that  no 
tithes  have  been  paid,  but  has  not  stated  why  they  have 


(«)  Gwill.  606. 


(»)  Gwill.  1412. 
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not  been  paid.  Even  if  it  can  be  conndered  that  a  custom  1823. 

is  put  in  issue,  the  evidence  is  too  loose  to  establish  it ;  ^^^^^^^^ 

for  that  purpose  the  party  ought  to  have  proved  the  falling  ,,. 

of  timber  in  every  part  of  the  county,  that  the  exemption  Shbldoit. 

was  claimed  in  particular  cases,  that  the  attention  of  **?^  tT'  ^°^® 

^  ^  '  required  in  sup- 

the  rector  was  called  to  it,  and  that  the  custom  prevailed,  port, of  a  pre- 

There  is  not  therefore  a  sufficient  case  made  out  to  esta*  scription  m  nok 
blish  the  claim  in  non  decimtmdo.    The  next  groimd  of  ^^««»** 
defence  is,  that  tiie  trees  cut  down  are  of  more  than  twenty  > 
years'  giowtb.    There  is  no  doubt  that  if  trees  be  of  the 
desmption,  which  by  the  general  law  of  the  land  are 
timber,  or  which  by  the  usage  of  the  country  are  con* 
sidered  as  timber,  those  trees,  if  they  have  never  been  cut ' 
at  all,  when  cut  down  above  twenty  years'  growth  are  not' 
liable,  to  tithe ;  the  doubt  is,  whether  the  cuttings  from 
the  roots  of  trees  are  privileged  or  not,  according  as  the 
trees  were  cut  down  when  above  or  under  twenty  years* 
growth.  It  is  quite  clear  that  so  far  as  applies  to  the  mast 
of  a  tree,  if  it  be  timber  that  was  never  cut  at  all  till 
twenty  years'  growth,  all  its  produce  to  time  immemorial 
^nll  be  constantly  privileged,  because  the  tree  once  privi- 
leged communicates  that  privilege  to  its  germins  for  ever. 
The  difficulty  is  as  to  the  germins  arising  from  the  old 
stools.     In  the  2nd  institute  it  is  certainly  laid  down,  that 
the  germins  from  the  roots  are  privileged,  as  well  as  those 
from  the  mast,  but  that  point  underwent  very  great  con- 
sideration in  fPaltan  v.  TryoUj  and.  undoubtedly  it  was 
Lord  Harduncke*^  opinion  that  the  passage  in  the  2nd 
institute  was  not  law ;   that  there  was  a  distinction  be- 
tween the  root  and  the  mast ;   that  the  privilege  did  not 
Attach  upon  the  root^  and  that  the  germins  cut  from  the 
old  roote  were  for  ever  liable.    The  distinction  taken  in. 
that  case  may  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting the  rights  of  the  church  where  they  depend  upon 
jernmui  sprung  from  old  stools^  it  bdng  difficult  to  as- 
certain whether  the  stools  belong  to  trees  which  did  or 
iid  not  acqtiire  the  privilege.  tjox^Hardwicke'fi  decision  in 
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fFaltonv.  2Vy  on  has  been  followed  in  Walbankv.Hay^ard, 
BXidLeuns  v.  Snell;  and  in  addition  to  these  cases  there  is 
the  very  strong  authority  of  a  Court  of  Law  upon  this  sub- 
ject. In  Ford  v.  Maester  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  gave  a 
direct  decision  in  pointy  and  this  being  a  clear  legal  right,  a 
Court  of  Equityshould  be  cautious  of  setting  up  its  own  judg- 
ment against  the  unanimous  decision  of  a  Court  of  Law. 
There  is  a  subsequent  case  of  Evans  v.  Roe  depending  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer;  that  case  was  argued  before  the 
yery  learned  Chief  Baron,  (a)  who  thought  that  some  doubt 
had  been  thrown  over  the  authorities,  and  was  deairous 
that  the  subject  shoidd  be  brought  imder  the  consider- 
ation of  the  whole  Court,  which  I  believe  has  not  yet  been 
done.  Notwithstanding  the  authorities  to  which  I  have 
referred,  if  the  parties  are  anxious  to  have  the  point  open, 
whether  or  not  the  rule  is  uniform  that  the  germins  must 
pay,  whatever  was  the  age  of  the  tree  from  whose  roots  they 
have  sprung,  the  master  may  be  directed  to  discriminate 
the  ages  of  the  trees;  the  defendants  however  must  under- 
stand, that  if  such  an  enquiry  is  directed,  they  will  take  it 
at  the- peril  of  costs;  the  enquiry  will  be  attended  with 
expence,  and  it  is  a  matter  for  the  consideration  of  the 
defendants  whether,  if  there  is  no  probability  that  in  the 
result  the  Court  can  contradict  the  authorities,  they  will 
venture  to  take  it.  At  all  events  there  must  be  some  en* 
quiry,  as  it  is  not  clear  that  some  part  of  the  wood  cut 
down  may  not  have  been  timber,  above  twenty  years^ 
growth,  and  not  sprung  from  old  stools. 


The  defendants  afterwards  declined  taking  the  enquiry' 
as  to  the  ages  of  the  trees  from  the  roots  of  whidi  ths< 
germins  sprung,  and  the  following  decree  was  made. 


I 


.  His  Honor  doth  order  and  decree,  that  it  be  referred  tdj 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  the  tithes  of  wood  whicli 

(a)  L.  C.  B.  Richard. 
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has  been  feUed  and  cut  down^^and  which  has  been  received 
and  taken  by  the  defendants  or  any  or  either  of  them,  firom 
the  several  farms  and  lands  in  their  joint  and  several  oc- 
cupation^ situate  in  the  parish  of  Llandabarnfaut  in  the 
county  of  Cardigan^  within  six  years  before  the  filing  of 
the  plaintiff's  bill  in  this  cause,  and  up  to  the  date  hereof; 
and  for  that  purpose  it  is  ordered^  that  the  said  master  do 
ascertain*  how  much  wood  has  been  cut  down  by  the  said 
defendants  as  aforesaid^  upon  the  said  farms  and  lands 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  and  which  sprung  from  stools 
or  roots  of  trees,  and  what  is  the  value  thereof ;  and  it  is 
ordered,  that  the  said  master  do  also  ascertain  how  much 
wood,  not  growing  from  the  stools  and  roots  of  trees, 
(except  oak  ash  and  elm  which  attained  the  agie  of  twenty 
years)  has  been  cut  by  the  said  defendants  as  aforesaid^ 
and  during  the  time  aforesaid,  and  what  is  the  value 
thereof^    and  that  the  said  defendants  do  pay  unto  the 
plainti£&  their  costs  of  this  suit,  to  be  taxed. by. the  said 
master,  together  with  what  shall  be  found  due  from  theuL 
on  taking  the  accounts  aforesaid.. 


18i3. 


Chigbestbr 

Sb^udon. 


TRIM  V.  BAKER. 


J«/^8. 


THE  defendants  hanng  demurred  to  the  bill  in  this 
cause,  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  five  days  af- 
terwards an  order  was  obtained,  upon  a  motion  of  course, 
that  three  of  the  defendants  should  have  a  month's  time, 
and  the  other  defendants,  who  lived  above  twenty  miles 
fi'om  London^  six  weeks'  time  to  answer  the  bill.  This 
order  was  discharged  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  for  irregu- 
larity, (a) 


After  a  demurrer 
overruled,  an 
order  for  time  to 
answer  merely, 
can  be  obtained 
only  by  a  special 
application.. 


(a)  1  Sim.  and  Stu.  4S9. 
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Mr.  Lavat  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
to  discharge  the  Ftce-Chancellor's  order. 

Mr.  Romilly  opposed  the  motion. 


The  Lord  Chancbllqr. 


It  is  expedient  that  this  point  of  practice  should  he 
finally  settled.  In  a  case  which  came  before  me  in  1814 
I  was  of  opinioti,  that  where  a  demurrer  was  put  in,  which 
was  overruled,  the  usual  orders  for  time  could  not  be  ob- 
tained upon  motion  of  course,  (a)  The  present  Master  of 
the  Itolbf  in  a  case  decided  by  him,  was  of  a  contrary 
opinion;  (i)  upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have 
been  able  to  ^ve  this  case,  I  cannot  help  adhering  to  the 
opinion  which  I  originally  formed;  if  a  defendant  wants 
time  originally,  he  must  app^  for  time  to  answer,  or  to 
plead  answer  or  demur  not  demurring  alone ;  the  allega- 
tion contained  m  the  order  is,  that  the  defendant  is  pre- 
paring his  answer,  a  plea  being  for  certain  purposes  con- 
sidered as  an  answer.  The  question  then  is,  whether, 
instead  of  following  the  usual  course,  a  defendant  is  to  say 
for  himself  I  wUl  demur  alone,  and  then  come  to  the  Court 
and  ask  for  what  it  would  not  have  given  Mm  originaUy 
without  imposing  a  condition  that  he  should  not  demur 
alone.  It  is  said  that  if  the  demurrer  is  overruled,  unless 
the  order  for  time  is  granted  upon  a  motion  of  course,  the 
party  may  be  immediately  attached;  my  answer  to  diat  is, 
that  there  may  be  a  special  application ;  but  then  it  is  said 
there  must  be  time  to  make  that  application ;  from  that 
I  dissent;  my  opinion  has  always  been,  that  where  a 
demurrer  is  overruled,  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the 
f  d  t  ai  th  demurrer  being  overruled,  is  entitled  to  submit  to  the 
time  ofits  bein?  Court  a  motion  for  time  to  answer,  and  the  Court  in  its 

overruled,  may 

move  for  time  to      ^a)  Joneg  y.Sazby,  1  Swansl.         (b)  Grifilhy.fFood^  I  Vcs.aiMi 
answer.  jg^^  g^n,^  5^,^ 


Where  a  de» 
murrer  is  over- 
ruled, the  de- 


Trim 

V, 
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discretion  will  grant  him  the  usual  order  for  time  to  an-  1893. 

swer,  or  such  time  as  it  shall  think  proper,  and  will  pro- 
tect him  against  an  attachment,  if  it  ought  to  do  so.    It 
would  lead  to  infinite  delay,  if  a  party  could  demur  alone,         Bakm. 
and  then  take  the  orders  for  time  to  plead  or  answer  upon 

» 

motion  of  course. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


JOHN  WILKINSON  and  Others    -    -    Puuntipfs;  »«"•"• 

AND  ^ 

JOHN  ATKINSON  and  MARY  ALCOCK, 

DSFBNDANTS.  (o) 


Wi 


'ILiLIAM  ALCOCK  by  his  wiU  bequeathed  all  Whereatestator^ 
his  personal  estate,  subject  to  certain  legacies,  to  resident  and  do- 
the  defendant  John  Atkinson  and  four  other  persons,  upon  ™'^"^  "  ""® 
trust,  in  the  events  which  happened,  to  pay  his  wife  the  within  the  pro- 
defendant  Mary  Altocky  so  long  as  she  should  live  and  vince  of  York^ 

continue  his  widow,  an  annuity  of  200/.,  and  subject  dwpoi«  of  all 

.  1  •       ,  J.  the  residue  of 

thereto,  upon  trust  to  assign  and  pay  one-fourth  part  of  y^^  personal 

his  personal  estate  unto  Elizabeth  Bramley  her  executors  estate,  and  - 

administrators  and  assigns,  for  her  and  their  own  absolute  names  exe- 

use  and  benefit;   the  remaining  three-fourth  parts  of  his  j^^^'^jf^nf^fig 

personal  estate  the  testator  gave  to  certain  other  persons,  ^^  ^^  ^^^  of  the 

and  appointed  Atkinson  and  his  co-trustees  to  be  the  ex-  residue,  by  the 

ecutors  of  his  wiU.  ^«*"»  ^^  ^"«  ^^ 

the  residuary  le- 
gatees in  his!  ife- 
EUtabeth  Brantley  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  time,  the  share 

who  left  a  widow  surviving  him ;  at  the  time  of  the  tes-  which  thus  be- 
comes lapsed, 

will  he  apportioned  between  the  widow  and  the  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statutt 

of  distributions,  and  will  not  be  affected  by  the  custom  of  the  province. 

(«)  Ex  relatione. 
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1823.  fator's  death  he  was  resident  and  had  his  domicile 

the  province  of   York;   under  these  circumstances  the 

9.  question  arose^  whether  the  statute  of  distributions,  or  the 

Atkinson.       custom  of   York,  was  to  regulate  the  apportionment  of 

Elizabeth  BranUey^s  lapsed  share  of  the  residue  between 
the  widow  and  the  testator's  next  of  kin.  By  the  statute 
the  widow  would  have  only  a  moiety  of  the  share ;  if  the 
custom  prevailed  she  would  be  entitled  to  three-fourth 
parts  of  it. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  surviving  and  the  repiesenta- 
tives  of  the  deceased  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the 
.  time  of  his  death,  praying,  that  a  moiety  of  that  fourth 
part  of  the  residue  which  was  ^ven  by  the  will  to  Eli- 
zabeth Bramley  might  be  distributed  among  theni  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  rights. 

The  widow  by  her  answer  asserted  her  title  to  three- 
fourth  parts  of  the  lapsed  share. 

Mr.  Pembertan  for  the  plaintiffs  contended,  that  the 
testator  had  made  a  disposition  of  all  his  personal  estate 
within  the  words  and  meaning  of  the  4th  fFittiam  and 
Maty,  c.  2.  s.  2.,  and  that  the  widow  was  by  that  act 
excluded  from  claiming  any  thing  under  the  custom. 

Mr.  Rol/e  for  the  widow. 

Mr.  Alcock  for  the  executor. 

The  cases  cited  were  Lawson  v.  Lawson  (a)  fFalton  v. 
TFalton  (6)  Beard  v.  Beard  (c)  Southcot  v.  fFaUan  (d) 
Middieton  v.  Spicer.  (e) 

(«)  7  B.  P.  C.  611.  (4)  3  Atkyns  ff96. 

(*)  14  TeMj«Mr5/d'  ^#)  i  B.  C.  C.  «04. 

(•)  S  Atkyni  7f . 
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The  Mastbb  of  thb  Roixs.  182S. 


The  question  is  whether  it  is  not  dear,  both  on  author  «. 

rity  and  on  principle,  that  where  an  executor  is  named  Atkihsow . 
there  is  no  intestacy ;  if  there  is  no  intestacy  the  opera- 
tion of  the  custom  is  necessarily  excluded.  Where  an 
executor  is  appointed,  the  legal  property  in  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  is  given  completely  to  him,  and  in 
tl^s  respect,  so  far  as  the  present  question  is  concerned, 
must  not  equity  follow  the  law  ?  Courts  of  Equity  have 
never  sidd,  that  where  executors  are  not  beneficially  inte- 
rested in  the  estate,  all  the  doctrine  of  intestacy  is  to 
be  followed  up,  they  have  merely  declared  the  execu- 
tors to  be  trustees.  On  principle  there  is  no  ground 
for  saying  that  there  is  any  intestacy  in  this  case,  and  it 
is  only  on  the  supposition  of  an  intestacy  that  the  opera- 
tion of  the  custom  can  be  introduced,  for  the  statute  of  4 
William  and  Mary  expressly  excludes  the  widow  from 
claiming  under  the  custom,  where  the  testator  has  made 
a  complete  disposition. 

Independently  of  principle,,  authority  I  think  has  put 
the  matter  at  rest.  Lord  Bathursfs  judgment  in  Lawson 
V.  Lawson  is  a  positive  decision,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
greater  weight,  because  when  the  point  came  first  before 
him  he  entertained  a  different  opinion.  It  is  the  latest 
case,  there  is  no  decision  against  it,  and  it  is  strongly 
confirmed  by  the  language  used  by  Sir  William  Grant  in 
Walton  V.  Walton.  The  passage  in  which  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  is  supposed  to  have  expressed  a  contrary  opinion  is 
a  mere  dictum  which  has  never  been  followed  up.  Thus  The  custom  of 
I  consider  it  as  a  rule  fixed  both  on  principle  and  by  au-  Tork  does  not 
thority,  that  where  an  executor  is  appointed  the  custom  '^^^^  ^^^  *n 

,        '  ,  ezecator  ts  ap- 

does  not  apply.  ^^^ 
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July  92. 

Where  one  of 
sereral  plaintiffs 
dies  before  an- 
swer,  a  motion 
may  be  made  by 
the  defendant, 
that  the  sur- 
viving plaintiffs 
shall  within  a 
limited  time 
revive  the  suit, 
or  that  the  bill 
shall  be  dis- 
missed with 
costs. 


Bbtwbbn  ROGER  ADAMSON,  JONATHAN  FALDER, 
AND  JOHN  GASKELL Plaintiffs; 

AND 

CLAY  HALL Defendant,  (a) 

THE  bill  in  this  cause  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  Soger 
Adamson  was  the  proprietor  of  a  house  at  lAverpool, 
of  which  the  plaintiffs  Jonathan  Folder  and  John  Gas-- 
kelt  were  lessees ;  and  that  the  defendant  Clay  Hall  was 
the  occupier  of  an  adjoining  house,  and  had  erected  a  fur- 
nace for  boiling  soap  against  the  party  wall  which  sepa- 
rated the  two  houses.  The  bill  then  stated,  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  erection  of  the  furnace,  the  plainti£b  were 
in  great  danger  of  having  their  property  destroyed  by  fire, 
and  had  been  compelled  to  pay  an  increased  rate  of  in- 
surance, and  the  bill  prayed,  that  the  defendant  might  be 
restrained  by  injunction  from  using  or  suffering  the  said 
furnace  to  be  used,  for  boiling  soap,  or  any  other  purpose, 
and  also  from  permitting  or  suffering  the  party  wall  to  be 
or  remain  in  any  other  state  or  condition,  than  the  same 
was  in  prior  to  the  erection  of  the  aforesaid  furnace ; 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  the  sums  of 
money  pcdd  by  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  insurance 
of  the  premises,  or  the  goods  therein,  beyond  the  rate  of 
insurance  paid  by  them  before  the  erection  of  the  fur- 
nace ;  and  that  the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiffs  respectively,  what  should  be  found  to 
have  been  paid  by  them  in  respect  thereof. 


The  injunction,  ^hich  was  moved  for  upon  affidavits, 
was  refused ;  and  after  the  motion,  before  any  answer  was 
put  in,  the  jl\aintiS  Roger  Adamson  died. 


(«)  1  Sim.  and  Slu.  S49. 
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A  motion  was  then  made  before  the  Pice- Chancellor,  on  1823. 

the  part  of  the  defendant^  that  the  surviving  plaintifib  v^V^^ 

might  be  ordered  within  three  weeks  to  file  a  bill  of  re-  andTo Acrs 

vivor,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  representatives  of  ^' 
the  deceased  plaintiff  before  the  Court,  or  in  default 
dieieof,  that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

This  motion  having  been  refused  with  costs  by  tiie 
Fice"  Chancellor,  was  now  repeated  before  the  Lord  Chan' 
cellor. 

Mr.  Sdrt  and  Mr.  Pemberton  for  the  motion  relied 
upon  the  fact,  that  the  death  of  the  co-plaintiff  precluded 
the  defendant  from  putting  in  an  answer ;  and  insisted 
that  the  surviving  plaintiffs  were  boimd^  either  to  place 
the  defendant  in  a  condition  to  try  the  merits  of  the  cause, 
or  to  put  him  out  of  Coturt. 

Mr.  Shadwett  and  Mr.  Koe  against  the  motion. 

•  The  Lord  Chancellor  did  not  recollect  any  instance  ct 
a  siiiular  motion,  but  thought  that  the  plaintiflb  must 
submit  to  have  the  bill  dismissed,  or  must  undertake  to 
revive. 

The  plaintifb  afterwards  elected  to  dismiss  thdr  bilL 
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Bolls. 
Jic(y21,8ff. 


OMMANNEY  v.  BUTCHER. 


TcsUtor.  after  O  UCKERIDGE  BMActoorth  by  his  will,  which  ww 
bequeathing  to  JL3  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and  the  commencement  of 
A.  aad  fl.  lega-    ^j^j^ij  ^^,^  j^  ^jj^  followinfg  form ;  "  I  Buckeridge  Ball  Ac- 

eaoal  in  amount  ^^^K  this— day  of  May  181 8,  considering  in  what  manner 
and  giving  seve-  I  should  have  my  fortune  disposed  of  in  case  of  my  death 
ral  legacies  to  do  make  this  my  will/'  bequeathed  to  several  persons 
public  «^'^«»  considerable  legacies  of  stock,  and  amongst  others  to  the 
•^and  fl.  to  be  P^^^t^ff  ^*^  Francis  Molyneux  Ommanney  800/.  bank 
his  executors,  stock  for  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  be  divided  amongst 
andgivestothem  j^ig  children,  and  600/.  3  per  cent  stock  at  his  own  dis- 
*"  *"^  h.  h"'"  V^99i ;  and  to  Andrew  Edge  and  his  wife  the  interest 
then  orders  his  of  6002.  4  per  cent  stock  for  their  lives,  and  after  their 
books  Jewels  deaths  to  be  divided  amongst  their  children ;  the  testator 
plate  and  house-  ^^^  gj^^^  ^^  following  legacies  to  the  undermentioned 

to  be  sold  and  ^^l^^^^^^  of  which  he  was  a  governor  or  trustee ;  to  St. 

after  desiring  Margaret's'  Hospital  600/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Deaf 

mourning  to  be  and  Dumb  Charity  300/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Grey 

^   ^'  .       d  5  ^^^  Hospital  400/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Blue  Coat 

guineas  each  to  School  600/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Westminster  New 

be  given  to  s^  Charity  School   400/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Western 

veral  persons  Dispensary  400/.  4  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Westminster 

will  and  to  his  Hospital  300/.  3  per  cent  stock,  to  the  Society  for  propa- 

two  executors 

for  a  ring  as  a  token  of  remembrance,  concludes  his  will  in  the  following  manner, 
**  In  case  there  is  any  money  remaining  I  should  wish  it  to  be  given  in  private  cha- 
rily." 

Held,  that  the  general  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  consisting  of  a  lease- 
hold estate,  money  in  the  funds,  and  a  balance  in  cash,  was  not  comprehended  in 
the  residuary  clause,  which  was  confined  to  the  residue  of  the  produce  of  the  articles 
which  the  testator  directed  to  be  sold. 

That  private  charity  was  an  object  too  indefinite  to  give  the  crown  Jurisdiction,  or 
to  enable  the  Court  to  execute  the  trust 

That  the  executors  havmg,  as  executors,  equal  legacies,  could  not  take  beneficially, 
and  that  the  next  of  kin  were  therefore  entitled  to  the  general  residue  of  the  tes- 
tator's personal  estate,  including  what  was  comprehended  in  the  residuary  clause. 
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gating  the  Gospel  in  foreign  parts  100/.  bank  stock,  to  the  ig^s. 

Society  for  promoting  Christian  knowledge  60  guineas,  to  v*^^v*^i/ 
the  British  and  Foreign  Bible  Society  50  guineas,  to  the  Ommabiiky 
Magdalen  Hospital  200/. ;  and  after  disposing  of  some  Butcbbr. 
books  and  other  specific  articles  he  concluded  his  will  in 
the  following  manner ;  I  request  my  cousin  the  sud  Fran- 
cis Mofyneux  Ommanney,  and  my  friend  the  said  Andrew 
Mdge,  to  be  the  executors  of  this  my  will,  and  give  them 
as  such  100  guineas  each.  I  would  have  my  books,  except 
those  bequeathed,  sold ;  also  I  would  have  my  jewels  plate 
and  household  furniture  sold;  I  desire  that  my  clothes  and 
linen  may  be  divided  between  my  servants,  and  that  they 
may  have  handsome  mourning  given  to  them ;  I  desire  to 
be  given  to  Mr.  Ellis^  Mr.  George  JEllis,  Mr.  Bates,  and 
Mr.  Sutherland^  and  to  my  two  executors,  5  guineas  each  for 
a  ring,  as  a  token  of  remembrance;  in  case  there  is  any 
money  remaining,  I  should  wish  it  to  be  given  in  private 
charity.    B.  B.  Acworth. 

■»  • 

The  testator  died  in  the  month  of  August  1818,  and 
the  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors,,  against  the  next,  of 
kin  and  the  Attorney  -  General,  praying  that  the  respective 
Tights  and  interests  of  the  plidntifik  and  defendants  in  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  might  be  as- 
certained and  determined  by  the  decree  of  the  Court. 

By  the  decree  made  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it 
was  referred  to  the  master  to  take  the  usual  accotmts  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
master  should  ascertain  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's 

^  •  •  • 

estate,  and  state  of  what  the  same  consisted. 

The  master  by  his  report  found,  that  the  clear  residue 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate  consisted,  amongst  other 
things,  of  a  leasehold  estate  at  Chatham,  of  the  several 
ftoms  of  525/.  bank  stock,  750/.  4  per  cent  consols,  4500/. 
3  per  cent  consols,  3600/.  New  South  Sea  axmuities. 
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19M.  1000/.  New  South  Sea  3  per  cent  annmtieB  of  the  yeai 

^'^"^'^^  1761  >  of  a  balance  in  cash,  and  of  other  sums  which  had 

'''^""^  arisen  from  the  dividends  of  the  abovementioned  stocks. 


BincHsa* 


The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 
Sir  6.  Wihon  and  Mr.  Newland  for  the  plaintifb. 

4 

The  testator  in  this  case  has  enumerated  several  public 
charities  as  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  and  then  he  has  in- 
troduced the  words  private  charity  ;  his  intention  was  to 
draw  a  distinction  between  public  charity  and  private  be- 
nevolence, and  to  confine  the  disposition  in  the  latter  part 
of  his  will  to  purposes  of  private  benevolence ;  that  in- 
tention cannot  be  carried  into  e£fect  by  the  Court  or  by 
the  Crown  ;  a  trust  for  charitable  purposes  cannot  be  ex^ 
ecuted>  unless  there  is  a  general  disposition  to  charity,  or 
a  specification  of  such  objects  as  are  within  the  meaaia^ 
of  the  statute ;  (a)  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Durhiim.  {b) 
The  expressions  used  by  the  testator  are  so  indefinite  as  to 
afford  evidence  that  no  trust  was  intended,  and  the  execu- 
tors are  therefore  entitled  to  the  randue  for  their  own  use 
and  benefit ;  if  they  are  not  entitled  beneficially,  the  trust 
at  all  events  is  of  such  »  nature  that  the  Crown  cannot  in- 
terfere with  it,  and  it  must  be  executed  by  the  executors 
as  they  think  proper, 

Mr.  Wing/kid  Mr.  Sugden  Mr.  RaupeU  Mr.  Moore 
and  Mr*  Poison  for  the  next  of  km. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  executors  are  not  entitled  be- 
neficially;  equal  legacies  are  given  to  them  in  their  cha- 
racter of  executors,  and  it  was  obviously  the  intention  of 
the  testator  to  create  a  trust.  There  are  two  points; 
First,  To  what  does  the  residuary  clause  refer;  Secondly, 
What  is  the  meaning  of  the  gift.    The  clause  was  in- 

(a)  4S  Elis.  c.  4.  (*)  10  Vcs.  5SS. 
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tended  to  include  only  the  residue  of  the  monies  adsing 
from  the  sale  of  the  plate  books  and  furniture,  the  tes-r 
tator  speaks  of  the  sum  as  contingent ;   it  is  impossible 
he  could  be  adverting  to  the  general  residue  of  his  pro- 
perty^ which  was  invested  in  the  funds,  and  of  which  he 
must  have  known  the  amount.  Several  authorities  have  de- 
cided^ that  the  Court  will  look  at  the  whole  of  a  will  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  dispose  of  the  general  residue  or  not ;  Davcrs 
V,  Dewes.  (a)    Attorney- General  v.  Johnstone.  (6)  Page 
y.  LeapingwelL  (c)    It  is  manifest  upon  the  face  of  this 
will  that  it  is  an  unfinished  instrument ;    the  expression 
used  by  the  testator  is,  '^  in  case  there  shall  be  any  money 
remaining;"   it  is  only  in  the  preceding  clause  that  he 
has  directed  the  conversion  of  certain  articles  into  mpney; 
there  is  no  direction  that  all  the  property  shall  be  so  con- 
verted.   Tlie  Court  is  driven  to  one  of  these  two  con- 
structions, either  that  the  money  remaining  means  only 
the  residue  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  directed 
in  the  preceding  clause,  or  that  a  general  gift  of  any 
money  which  might  belong  to  the  testator  was  intended ; 
and  taking  the  latter  view  of  the  case,  it  is  quite  dear  that 
stock  will  not  pass  under  a  gift  of  money.    Hotham  v. 
Sutton,  (d)   With  respect  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
used  by  the  testator,  the  context  of  the  will  shews,  that 
private  charity  was  intended  to  designate  something  dis- 
tinct from,  the  objects  pointed  at  by  the  testator  in  the 
early  part,  of  l^s  will,  namely,  charities  of  a  public  nature ; 
private  charity  is  synonioious  with  benevolence ;  and  it  is 
impossible  therefore  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Morice 
V.  7%^  Bisliop  of  Durhantj  {e)  and  James  v.  Allen.  {/) 
Thrive  is  no  authority,  that  a  trust  for  private  charity  can 
b^  carried:  into  execution.    In  fTaldo  v.  Caley,  (g)  w^icl^ 


1823. 


(«)  3  P.  WiHiams  40. 
(»)  Aml>K  &77. 
(e)  18  Yes.  463. 
(d)  IS  Ves.  319. 


(e)   Uhiiup. 
(/)  3  MeriT.  17. 
{g)  ISVes.  206. 


Ommannbt 

BUTCWi. 
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Ommahhit 

V. 

BuTcaiB. 


was  a  mixed  case,  the  bequest  being  for  the  promotion  of 
charitable  purposes  as  well  of  a  public  as  of  a  private  nature, 
the  trust  was  supported  in  respect  of  the  reference  to  public 
charity;  It  is  not  because  the  word  '^  charity''  is  used,  that 
there  is  a  sufficient  designation  of  the  subject  matter  to 
authorize  the  Court  to  devote  the  fund  to  charitable  pur- 
poses. Vezey  v.  Jameson,  {a)  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Durham  is  an  authority,  that  if  the  Court  cannot  execute 
the  trust,  the  executors  are  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin. 


Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Mitford  for  the  Crown. 


The  questions  in  this  case  are,  whether  there  is  any  gift 
to  charity  at  all;  what  is  the  extent  of  thie  gift ;  and  whe- 
ther the  distribution  of  the  fund  is  to  vest  in  the  Crown, 
or  forms  a  trust  to  be  administered  by  the  Court ;  the  le- 
gacies given  by  the  testator  to   charitable  institutions 
afford  a  construction  to  the  words  private  charity  /  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  residue  of  his  pro- 
perty should  be  applied  to  private  charities,  in  opposition  to 
those,  which  in  the  early  part  of  his  will  are  made  the  ob- 
jects  of  his  bounty,  namely,  charities  administered  by  means 
of  public  institutions ;  charities  of  a  nature  strictly  private 
have  been  carried  into  execution  by  the  decree  of  the 
Court ;   in  Gqffe  v.  fTebb  (6)  and  White  v.  fFhUe  (c)  be- 
quests  for  the  benefit  of  poor  relations  were  sustained  as 
charities.    The  question  in  these  cases  is,  not  whether 
there  are  existing  objects  of  charity  pointed  out  specifi- 
cally,  but  whether  the  objects  pointed  out  are  of  such  a 
nature,  that  if  they  do  exist  the  charity  may  be  exeidsed 
towards  them.    In  Waldo  v.  Caley  it  was  as  much  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  benefit  those  who  were  capable 
of  receiving  as  objects  of  private  charity,  as  those  who 
were  objects  of  public  charity.    If  there  are  charitable 
purposes  expressed,  the  circumstance  that  the  objects  are 


(«)  1  Sim.  and  Sto.  69.  ^ 

(*)  Duke,    ChariUble   Uaeti 


Svo  editioD,  361. 
(c)  7  Ves.  493. 
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of  a  private  nature,  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  Court 
to  declare  that  the  trust  shall  not  be  carried  into  execu- 
tion. Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Durham  and  James  v. 
Allen  were  determined  upon  the  ground  that  benevolence 
did  not  mean  charity  at  all.  In  Vezey  v.  Jameson  there 
was  no  trust  which  the  Court  could  execute ;  the  execu- 
tors had  power  to  apply  the  money  in  such  manner  and 
form  as  they  should  think  fit.  It  does  not  necessarily 
foUowj  that  where  a  testator  has  directed  money  to  be 
given  in  charity,  he  intends  that  it  shall  be  distributed  by 
means  of  public  institutions.  If  the  Court  can  uphold 
this  disposition  as  a  gift  to  charity,  the  question  arises 
whether  the  words  of  the  residuary  bequest  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  pointing  out  the  residue  of  the  particular  fund, 
or  the  general  residue  of  the  personal  estate.  Cases  of 
this  description  must  be  decided  by  the  words  of  the  par- 
ticular will.  The  words  ^'  money  remaining'*  do  not  par- 
ticularly refer  to  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  die 
books  and  plate ;  where  a  man  has  disposed  of  part  of  his 
personal  estate,  and  uses  the  expression  '^  money  re- 
maining" he  must,  generally  speaking,  be  understood  to 
refer  to  the  general  residue  of  his  property.  Li  Legge  v. 
Asgill^  (fl)  where  the  testatrix  expressed  herself  thus ; 


1823. 
Omkannst 

V. 

BuTcnsa. 


(«)  By  the  setUement  made 
■pon  the  marriage  of  the  late  Sir 
CkmrieB  aad  Lady  A$gUlt  dated 
the  nth  of  Dectmber  1755,  the 
said  Sir  Ckarlet  Jigtil  cove« 
oanted,  that  in  the  event  of  the 
said  Lady  JMgOi  surviving  him« 
and  there  being  issue  of  the 
marriage  living  at  the  time  of 
his  decfase,  his  executors  should 
pay  to  trustees  the  sum  of  1 0,000f., 
a  pon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  to 
Lady  Jtgiil  for  life,  and  after 
her  decease,  ia  the  event  which 
happened  of  there  being  two  or 
Vol.  I. 


more  children  of  the  marriage, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  said  sum 
of  10,0001.  to  such  one  or  more 
of  the  said  children,  and  in  such 
shares  and  proportions,  as  the 
said  Sir  Charle$  AigUl  during 
his  life,  or  the  said  Lady  AigiU 
after  his  decease,  should  by  deed 
or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment  to  all  the  children 
equally. 

There  was  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage between  the  said  Sir  Chwlet 
and  Lady  AtgiU  four  children, 


T 


18»,  Dec.  19. 
1883,  Jii/yS. 

Testatrix,  by  her 
will  disposes  of 
certain  long  an- 
nuities, and  of  a 
sum  in  cash,  and 
then  uses  the  fol- 
lowing words ; 
**  I  believe  there 
will  be  sufficient 
money  left  to 
pay  my  funeral 
expenses.'* 

By  a  codicil  to 
her  will  the  tes- 
tatrix express^ 
herselfthus:"lf 

there  is  money 
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"  If  there  is  money  left  unemployed  I  desire  it  may  be 
given  in  charity,"  it  was  held  that  the  words  "  money 
left  unemployed"  were  sufficient  to  pass  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate,  amounting  to  upwards  of  2000?.  Presum- 
ing that  there  is  in  the  present  case  a  gift  to  charity,  there 
being  no  discretion  vested  in  individuals,  and  no  specific 


left  unemployed 
I  desire  it  may 
be  given  in  cha- 
rily." 

Held  that  the 
general  residue 
of  the  testatrix's 
personal  estate, 
including  a  sum 
of  2600/.  trust 
monies,  in  which 
she  had  a  vested 
reversionary  in- 
terest, at  the 
time  of  her 
death,  subject 
to  be  divested 
by  the  appoint- 
ment of  her 
mother,  passed 
under  the  words 
"money  left 
unemployed,*' 
and  was  well 
given  to  charity. 


the  present  Sir  Charlet  AugiUj 
Caroline  who  intermarried  with 
Richard  Legge^  Amelia  who  in- 
termarried with  Robert  CotvUe^ 
and  Harriott  Maria  AtgiU^  and 
in  the  year  1788  the  said  Sir 
Charlei  Atgill  died,  having  by 
his  will  appointed  the  said  Lady 
Atgill  to  be  his  executrix,  and 
leaving  her  and  his  said  four 
children  him  surviving. 

The  said  Harriott  Maria  As* 
gill  made  her  will,  dated  the  25th 
pf  December  1788,  whereby ,  after 
appointing  the  said  Amelia  Colvile 
to  be  her  executrix,  and  dividing 
a  sum  of  200/.  long  annuities  to 
which  she  was  entitled  amongst 
several  persons  in  specific  Iega< 
cies,  she  proceeded  in  the  fol- 
lowing words;  **  I  give  Amelia 
Colvile  29S5/.,  lent  to  her  hus- 
band Robert  Colvile,  100/.  of 
which  I  desire  her  to  give  back 
to  the  person  that  lent  it  to  me 
and  who  she  knows ;  I  give  it  to 
her  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
desiring  at  her  decease  she  will 
leave  it  to  whom  she  thinks  best. 
I  believe  there  will  be  sufiicient 
money  left  to  pay  my  funeral  ex- 
penses, which  I  desire  may  be 
performed  in  the  plainest  and 


most  unexpensive  maimer.  I 
hope  there  will  be  no  objections 
made  to  any  mistake  I  may  have 
made,  but  that  it  will  be  exe- 
cuted as  seems  to  be  my  iafteol  ion, 
as  it  is  my  true  will  and  testa- 
ment, written  all  in  my  own  hand 
and  signed  by  me  Harriott  M^ria 
Aigill. 

The  said  testatrix  afterwards 
made  a  codicil  to  her  said  will, 
which  was  in  the  following  words; 
If  there  is  money  left  aneroploycd 
I  desire  it  may  be  given  in  cha- 
rity ;  my  watch  and  piano  forte 
I  give  to  Caroline^  the  most  useful 
of  my  clothes  to  be  given  to  my 
present  servant ;  I  leave  the  key 
of  my  red  trunk,  which  Cmrolme 
knows,  to  her  Caroline  s  the  coo- 
tents  she  knows,  and  I  give  it  to 
her  as  promised  for  her  use,  de- 
siring her  to  keep  it  locked.  Her- 
riott  Maria  Atgill. 

The  said  testaUix  Harri0lt  Ma- 
ria Atgill  afterwards  died,  leaving 
the  said  Lady  Atgill,  Sir  Ckarlet 
Afgia,  Amelia  Colviie,  and  Co- 
roline  Legge,  her  next  of  k  in ;  and 
the  will  and  codicil  of  the  said 
testatrix  were  afterwards  daly 
proved  by  the  mkAAnuHm  Coltih. 
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objccte  pointed  out,  the  right  of  distribution  falls  to  the 
Crown.  3Ioggridge  v.  Thachwell.  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rollsy  after  observing  that  it  was 
impossible  to  suppose  the  testator  could  have  been  ig- 
norant  of  the  nature  and  amount  ol  the  property  he  had 

By  the  decree  made  upon  the 
heariDg  of  the  cause  before  the 
Fice-Chancettor^  on  the  27th  of 
February  1818,  the  usual  ac- 
counts were  directed  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testatrix  ffar- 
riott  Maria  Aigili,  and  it  was  de- 
clared, that  the  clear  residue  of 
such  personal  /estate  ought  to  bo 
disposed  of  in  charitj. 
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Lady  JtgiU  survired  the  tes- 
tatrix, but  died  in  the  year  I81G, 
and  by  her  will  appointed  the  said 
Sir  CharleB  JigiU  and  JmeUa  Col- 
vUe  to  be  her  executors.  The 
power  of  appointment  contained 
in  the  settlement  was  not  exer- 
cised either  by  Sir  Charici  or 
Lady  J^giU. 


The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the 
said  Richard  Legge  and  CaroUne 
his  wife,    against  the  said   Sir 
Charles  AegiU  and  Amelia  Colvile^ 
and  against  the^llffnuy-trMern/, 
after  alleging  (as  was  admitted  to 
be  the  fact  by  the  answers)  that 
the  residue  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  testatrix  Harriott  Maria 
^igill consisted  of  the  one-fourth 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000/. 
trust  monies,  to  which  she  was 
entitled    under   the  settlement, 
aod  of  some  other  effects  which 
were  of  very  trifling  Talue,  in- 
sisted, that  the  said  residue,  upon 
the  death  of  the  testatrix  became 
divisible  amongst  the  next  of  kin, 
not  having  been  disposeid  of  by 
her  will;    but  stated,  that  the 
same  was  claimed  by  ikt  Attorney 
Generaif  as  hating  been  giTen  by 
the  will  and  codicil  of  the  tes- 
tatrix to  charitable  purposes. 

(«)  7  Tea  Jun.  56 

T2 


The  plaintiffs  having  appealed 
from  the  decree  of  the  Fice* 
Chancellor^  the  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  upon 
the  argument  of  the  appeal  was, 
whether  the  general  residue  of 
the  testatrix's  personal  estate,  aod 
as  part  thereof  the  one-fourth 
part  of  the  said  sura  of  10,000/. 
which  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  testatrix  was  vested  in  her 
under  the  aforesaid  settlement, 
subject  to  be  divested  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  her  mother,  must 
be  held  to  have  passed  under 
the  words  *<  money  left  unem- 
ployed." 

Mr.   Trawer  and  Mr.  Joteph 
Martin  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Hart  foV  the  defendants  in 
the  same  interest. 


Ommannbt 

BvTCHXa* 
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to  dispose  of,  and  that  it  was  evident,  not  only  from  the 
first  sentence,  in  which  a  blank  was  left  for  the  date,  but 
from  other  parts  of  the  will,  that  the  testator  considered 
it  as  an  imperfect  instrument,  proceeded  to  comment  upon 
the  will,  and  remarked,  that  the  expression,  "  I  request 
my  cousin  and  my  friend  to  be  my  executors,"  was  easily 


The  Miorney-General  for  the 
Crown. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor. 

I  am  obliged  to  attribute  to 
this  testatrix  an  intention  which 
I  am  sure  she  never  entertained ; 
the  law  compels  me  to  put  such 
a  construction  upon  this  will  as 
will  have  the  effect  of  giving  this 
fnnd  to  charity.  This  testatrix 
I  am  l>oond  to  suppose  knew 
what  her  property  was,  and  I 
roust  ^ake  her  therefore  to  have 
known  that  she  had  a  vested  in- 
terest in  9500/.  trust  monies,  sub- 
ject to  be  divested  bj  the  ap- 
pointment of  her  mother.  Hav- 
ing by  her  will  first  disposed  of 
certain  long  annuities,  to  which 
she  was  entitled,  in  specific  lega- 
cies, she  uses  the  following  words ; 
**  I  believe  there  will  be  sufficient 
money  left  to  pay  my  funeral  ex- 
penses.** It  b  obvious  she  meant 
to  apply  the  word  money  to  every 
thing  which  was  not  included  in 
what  was  before  given.  It  is  clear 
that  she  had  other  property  be- 
sides that  which  shehadspecifical- 
ly  disposed  of  not  in  monies  num- 
bered i  several  articles  are  men- 
tioned in  the  codicil  which  could 


not  fall  under  the  word  m&nejf  in 
its  ordinary  sense;  it  would  be 
extremely  difficult  for  a  judge  to 
say,  that  those  other  articles,  not 
being  money,  were  not  to  answer 
the  fnneral  expenses*  so  as  to  give 
the  specific  legatees  that  benefit 
which  they  are  by  law  entitled  to, 
namely,  to  have  their  legacies 
paid  to  them  without  abatement 
If  the  testatrix  meant  in  this 
clause  of  her  will  to  include  any 
part  of  her  property  which  did 
not  fall  under  the  word  monej^^ 
can  it  be  said  that  she  did  not 
mean  to  include  her  interest 
under  the  settlement  ?  The  nature 
of  the  property  makes  it  more 
probable  that  she  did  mean  to  in- 
clude it  In  the  codicil  the  tes- 
tatrix expresses  herself  thus,  "  If 
there  is  money  left  unemployed 
I  desire  it  may  be  given  in  cha- 
rity.** In  the  ordinary  sense  of 
the  words  she  might  be  said  to 
contemplate  a  handful  of  casual 
money :  but  that  is  not  a  con- 
struction I  can  put»  consistently 
with  the  construction  which  I  am 
compelled  to  put  upon  the  words 
of  the  will.  The  case  which  has 
been  cited  from  Ambier  (u)  ap- 
plies in  some  "sense  to  this.  There 
Lord  Camden  decided  that  the 


(«)  AUomejf -General  wJohnttone,  Amb.  677, 
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understood^  if  it  was  meant  that  they  should  undertake  a 
troublesome  duty,  but  was  not  likely  to  have  been  made 
use  of,  if  the  testator  intended  to  constitute  them  his  re- 
siduary legatees ;  and  that  although  in  the  early  parts  of 
the  will  the  executors  were  not  the  objects  of  equal  favour} 
yet  that  equal  legacies  were  given  to  them  wherever  they 
were  taken  up  together  as  executors.  His  Honour  then 
proceeded  in  the  foUowing  manner ; 


1823. 


Ommanvst 
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The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  exe- 
cutors are  entitled  to  the  general  residue  of  the  testator's 
estate.  Let  us  suppose  that  the  last  clause  of  this  will, 
upon  which  the  material  questions  have  arisen,  had  been 
altogether  omitted ;  to  whom  would  the  testator's  imdis- 
posed  of  property  have  gone ;  can  there  be  a  doubt  that 
the  executors  would  have  been  trustees  for  the  next  of 
kin.  There  never  has  been  a  case  in  which  executors  have 
been  permitted  to  take  the  residue  for  their  own  use  and 
benefit,  when  equal  legacies  have  been  given  to  them,  and 
given  to  them  as  executors.  Their  having  equal  legacies 
marks  them  as  being  intended  to  discharge  laborious  duties, 
and  not  to  take  for  their  own  use  and  benefit  what  may  be 
left  as  residue.  If  the  last  clause  of  this  will  had  been 
omitted,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  executors  would 
have  been  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin ;  then  the  question  is, 
whether,  as  to  thb  point,  the  last  clause  makes  any  differ- 


residue  did  not  under  the  parti- 
cnlar  circumstances  take  in  lapsed 
legacies ;  he  made  that  decision 
because  be  did  not  consider  the 
legatee  as  a  general  residuary  le- 
gatee, and  the  question  therefore 
was,  what  was  the  meaning  of 
the  words  of  the  gift.  In  this 
case  the  question  is,  whelher 
under  the  words  money  Itfi  unem- 
plojfed  the  testatrix  meant  to  pass 


the  general  residue  of  her  estate 
aud  effects;  the  words  01011^  A^ 
in  the  first  passage  clearly  mean 
every  thing  which  is  left  after  the 
prior  gifts, — and  how  can  I  re- 
strain the  meaning  of  the  same 
words  in  the  codicil  ?  Upon  the 
whole  therefore  I  am  afraid  that 
this  sum  is  well  given  to  charity. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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^'^^'^^       whether  it  embraces  the  whole,  or  only  a  small  portion  of 
„.  the  residue,  there  is  nothing  in  it  which  at  all  alters  the 

BuTCHEft.  character  or  situation  of  the  executors,  or  gives  any  in- 
terest to  them.  Their  claim  therefore  to  have  the  residue 
for  their  own  use  and  benefit  cannot  be  sustained,  and  tlie 
question  rests  entirely  between  the  next  of  kin  and  the 
Crown. 

Where  there  is  a  '^^  ^^^  ^P^^  CBseH  of  this  sort  is  now  reduced  to  very 
general  indefi-  clear  and  distinct  principles.  Where  there  is  a  general 
nite  chariiahle  indefinite  charitable  purpose,  not  fixing  itself  upon  any 
purpo^^^^  particular  object,  the  disposition  is  in  the  king  by  the  sign 
upon  any  parti-  manual ;  but  where  the  gift  is  to  trustees,  with  general 
cular  ohject,  the  or  some  objects  pointed  out,  the  Court  will  take  upon 
disposition  is  in  .^g^jj  ^^  execution  of  the  trust,  (a)  Then  what  is  the 
the  king  hy  the  ^    , .  .    .  .        , .  ,^    i^      . .     . 

Biirn  manual,  hut  ™^*^M*  of  this  case ; — ^is  it  a  case  m  which  the  objects  are 

ivhen  the  gift  is  pointed  out  ?  is  it  a  case  in  which  a  discretionary  power 
to  trustees,  with  |g  yegted  in  selected  individuals  to  execute  a  purpose  ex- 
obiects  pointed  P'^^^^  ^7  *^®  testator  ?  Can  the  trust  be  discovered  from 
out,  the  Court  the  expression  '^  I  desire  it  may  be  given  in  private  cha-- 
will  take  upon  nty?'*  because  a  trust,  to  be  carried  into  execution  by 
itself  the  cxecu-  ^^  (.^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^^  ^^iot  it  can  be 
tion  of  the  trust.  ' 

A  trust  to  he  car-  under  the  controul  of  the  Court ;  (b)  if  the  trust  cannot  be 

ried  into  execu-  ascertained,  the  Court  cannot  see  to  the  execution  of  it; 
tionbytheCourt,  j^  becomes  too  general  and  indefinite,  and  the  consequence 

a  nature  that  it  ^®*  *^^^  *^®  ^^^^  mn^t  either  go  as  an  absolute  gift  to  the 
can  he  under  the  individual  selected  to  distribute  it,  or  that  individual  must 
control  of  the  be  a  trustee  for  the  next  of  kin  j  if  the  testator  meant  to 
i/^  tfistat  create  a  trust,  and  the  trust  is  not  effectually  created,  or 
means  to  create  ^^^9  ^^^  ^^^^  ^f  1^  must  take ;  and  on  the  other  hand 
a  trust,  and  the  if  the  party  selected  to  make  the  distribution  is  to  take,  it 

trust  he  ineffec-  ^^^^  ^je  upon  the  ground,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
tually  created,  ^  . 

or  fails  the  ^  create  a  trust,  but  to  leave  it  entirely  to  the  discretioa 
next  of  kin  take. 

(a)  MoggrUge  v.  Thackwell^  7         {b)  Morice  v.  TJu  Bish^  tf 
Tes.  36.  Dwrhum^  10  Vcs.  4S9. 


Omhanhkt' 
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of  the  party  to  apply  the  fiind  or  not.    The  points  to  be  182S. 

considered  in  these  cases  are^  whether  the  object  is  defi** 

nite,  whether  the  person  is  described  by  whom  the  dis-^ 

tribution  is  to  be  made,  and  whether  that  individual  is,  as       Butchk». 

in  Moggridge  v.  Thackivell^  a  mere  instrument  to  carry  If  a  particuhir 

into  execution  the  obiects  stated,  or  is  to  take  the  fund  for  ^  •'^J!  *  **  Y^ 

•^  '  .       ^  erection  of  a 

his  own  benefit.     If  he  is  not  to  take  for  his  own  benefit,  school,  or  even 

the  consequence  is,  that  if  a  particular  object,  as  the  erec-  a  general  ob- 

tion  of  a  school,  or  even  a  general  object,  provided  it  can  ^^^^'  provided  it 

,         .  ^  .     ^^^  ^^  seen  what 

be  seen  what  the  purpose  is,  is  pointed  out,  the  Court  will  ^^  purpose  is. 

execute  the  trust,  although  that  object  may  fail,  because  is  pointed  out, 

then  it  has  something  to  act  upon :  but  if  there  is  an  ab-  ^^  Court  will 

sence  of  discretion  in  individuals,  and  the  object  to  which  »     *    uu      u 

the  fund  is  to  be  applied  is  of  a  general  indefinite  nature^  the  object  point- 

the  law  casts  the  application  of  the  fund  upon  the  king  ed  out  may  fail. 

as  parens  patriee. 

It  is  material  upon  this  subject  to  consider,  that  in  those  Cases  in  which 

cases  where  there  is  no  direct  charity  pointed  out,  there  ^^^  ^outi  has 

-         -       ,  ^        '  -        ,  .    ,  .         interfered  upon 

may  be  a  legal  purpose  of  trust  created  to  be  carried  mto  ^j^^  ground  of 

execution,  not  a  superstitious  use,  not  an  illegal  use.  It  is  trust,  distin* 
competent  to  a  testator  to  direct  his  executors  to  give  t6  guished  from 
his  poor  relations  ;   that  is  not  charity,  but  it  is  a  trust  to  ^*^o8e*n  which  a 
give  to  poor  relations.     So  with  respect  to  provisions  for  has  been  pointed 
the  distribution  of  books ;  if  the  object  is  not  illegal,  why  out. 
is  not  the  Court  to  see  that  the  intention  is  carried  into 
execution ;  all  those  cases,  not  being  cases  of  charity,  in 
which  the  Court  has  interfered,  only  prove  that  the  Court 
will  execute  a  trust  which  is  not  illegal. 

The  cases  which  most  nearly  resemble  the  present  are 
those  in  which  there  is  a  general  description,  such  as  in 
Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Durham;  the  bequest  there 
was  in  trust  for  such  objects  of  benevolence  and  liberality 
as  the  Bishop  of  Durham  in  his  own  discretion  should 
most  approve;  an  individual  was  there  designated  trustee; 
the  question  was,  not  whether  the  trust  was  illegal,  but 
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whether  it  was  suflSiciently  definite  for  the  Court  to  exe- 
cute. Liberality  and  benevc^nce  include  charity^  but 
they  are  not  convertible  terms.  The  case  therefore  not 
ranking  under  those  which  belong  to  charity,  the  question 
came  to  be  ccmsidered,  whether  the  purpose  was  suffi- 
ciently definite  for  the  Court*  to  execute.  The  Court  held 
that  it  was  not.  The  fund  therefore  belonged  to  the  next 
of  kin.  It  did  not  belong  to  the  Crown  because  it  was 
not  charity,  it  did  not  belong  to  the  Court  because  it  was 
not  sufficiently  definite  for  the  Court  to  execute,  and  a 
trust  having  been  created  it  devolved  to  the  next  of  kin. 
That  was  the  principle  laid  down  in  Morke  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Durham.  In  all  cases  falling  within  that  prin- 
ciple,  where  there  is  a  generality  which  the  Court  cannot 
execute,  and  a  trust  imposed  upon  the  individual  who  is 
selected  to  distribute,  the  trust  fails,  and  the  fund  is  held 
by  the  trustee  for  those  persons  to  whom  the  law  has 
given  personal  property  which  is  not  disposed  of. 


Two  questions  arise  upon  the  last  clause  of  the  will  of 
this  testator ;  First,  what  is  meant  to  be  included  in  it; 
Secondly,  In  what  manner  is  the  property  included  to  be 
disposed  of.  The  language  of  the  clause  in  question  is  such 
as  applies  to  a  small  sum  only,  small  in  regard  to  the  pro- 
perty of  the  individual.  It  is  spoken  of  as  contingent,  a 
circumstance,  which  if  any  other  meaning  can  be  put  upon 
the  clause^  excludes  the  idea  that  the  testatbr  had  in  con- 
templation the  general  parts  of  his  property  of  which  he 
had  made  no  disposition.  Again  the  words  of  the  will 
are,  if  there  be  any  money  remaining.  Hotham  y.  Sutton 
has  established  that  money  does  not  by  the  force  of  the 
word  include  stock.  If  then  reason  and  the  nature  of  the 
context  negative  the  probability  that  the  testator  was 
adverting  to  the  stock, — ^why  is  the  Court  to  put  a  con  • 
struction  upon  the  word  money  which  it  does  not  natu- 
rally import  ?  It  is  remarkable  that  up  to  a  certain  extent 
all  the  dispositions  in  this  will  arc  legacies  of  stock ',   the 
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> 

testator  therefore  has  distinguished  where  he  meant  stock  18S3. 

to  be  the  subject  of  his  disposition,  and  the  context  shews      ^ 
that  in  the  clause  m  question  he  was  not  adverting  to  the  p. 

stock.  To  construe  the  word  money  to  mean  stock  would  Bwrcma. 
be  to  alter  the  words  of  the  will  contrary  to  the  conteoct. 
I  own  there  is  difficulty  in  knowing  what  the  testator 
meant,  but  in  cases  of  this  sort  we  must  do  our  best  to 
put  the  most  natural  construction  upon  the  words.  My 
opinion  is,  that  the  testator  was  adverting  to  that  which 
he  has  directed  to  be  converted  into  money,  and  that  the 
clause  in  question  does  not  comprehend  the  general  re- 
sidue, but  must  be  considered  as  applying  to  the  residue 
of  the  produce  oi  those  articles  which  the  testator  has 
directed  to  be  sold,  after  providing  for  the  payments  which 
are  ordered  to  be  made.  Sup|>osing  that  to  be  the  case,  it 
remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  Crown  is  to  dis- 
tribute this  sum,  or  whether  it  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin. 
The  amount  is  small,  but  the  principle  is  considerable.  It 
appears  to  me  that  this  case  falls  within  the  principle  of 
the  cases  cited  in  which  there  is  no  object  sufficiently 
definite  to  give  the  Crown  jurisdiction,  or  to  enable  the 
Court  to  execute  the  trust.  There  is  no  case  in  which 
private  charity  has  been  made  the  subject  of  disposal  in 
the  Crown,  or  been  acted  upon  by  this  Court.  The  cha- 
rities recognized  by  this  Couit  are  public  in  their  nature, 
they  are  such  as  the  Court  can  see  to  the  execution  of. 
In  this  case  the  difference  is  obvious ;  if  a  party  is  to  ex- 
ecute the  purpose  of  this  testator  he  cannot  give  to  public 
charities^  the  disposition  must  be  confined  to  private  cha- 
rity. Ill  what  respect  does  private  charity  differ  from  be- 
nevolence? Assisting  individuals  in  distress  is  private  cha- 
rity, but  how  can  such  a  charity  be  executed  by  the  Court 
or  by  the  Crown.  In  all  cases  the  general  principle  is, 
that  the  trust  must  be  of  such  a  tangible  nature  as  that 
the  Court  can  deal  with  it ;  when  it  is  mixed  up  with 
general  moral  duty  it  is  not  the  subject  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  Court  of  Justice.  Private  cliarity  io  in  its  nature 
indefinite, — ^how  can  it  be  controlled,  how  can  it  be  carried 
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into  execution.  As  a  general  purpose  of  charity  the  object 
of  this  testator  cannot  be  carried  into  execution,  as  a  trust 
it  is  not  sufficiently  specific  or  definite.  The  sum  in 
question  must  therefore  go  to  the  next  of  kin.  With  re- 
spect to  the  case  of  Legge  v.  Asgill^  the  testatrix  in  that 
case  in  the  body  of  her  will  says,  *^  I  believe  there  will 
be  sufficient  money  left  to  pay  my  funeral  expense  /'  and 
in  the  codicil  she  uses  the  expression,  ^'  If  there  is  money 
left  unemployed  I  desire  it  may  be  given  in  charity.''  In 
the  will,  the  word  '^  money*'  must  have  referred  to  the 
general  residue,  because  it  was  out  of  the  general  residue 
that  the  funeral  expenses  must  be  paid ;  and  it  could  not 
be  doubted  but  that  the  same  word  in  the  codicil  must 
have  reference  to  the  same  subject. 


The  decree  declares,  that  the  plaintiffs  the  executors 
are  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin,  as  well  of  the  remainder 
of  the  money  arising  or  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  spe- 
cific articles  and  things  directed  to  be  sold  by  the  will  -of 
the  said  testator  Buckeridge  Ball  Ackworth^  as  of  the 
general  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 


Jvi^  8S. 


Bbtwbsn  WILLIAM  MOUNTFORD    -    -  Plaintiff. 

AND 

ROBERT  SCOTT,  JAMES  BLAKE,  and  CHARLES 

WARNER      ..•.:...         DfiFKNDAKTS. 


Where  deeds  are  "13  Y  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  3rd  of  March  1809, 


a  piece  of  ground  was  demised  by  fTilliam  Stapp 


deposited  for  the 
purpose  of  ob- 
taining credit,      ^  ^^  defendant  Robert  Scott,  for  the  term  of  78  years 

the  person  with  and  a  quarter  from  the  25th  of  March  then  instant  at  the 
whom  they  are  yearly  rent  of  18/.  2^.,  and  on  the  18th  of  April  1809,  the 
licnu'^n  them*^  ^^^®  ^"^  placed  by  Scott  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
for  what  is  duo  to  him  in  respect  of  monies  previously  adranced. 
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whom  be  was  at  that  time  uidebted ;  at  the  time  of  the  1893. 
deposit  of  the  lease  one  house  had  been  erected  upon  the  ^^^V^^ 
ground  demised^  and  four  others  were  afterwards  built^  Mountfokd* 
and  an  underlease  of  those  four  houses  was^  by  indenture  Scott. 
dated  the  16th  of  February  1810,  granted  by  the  defend-' 
ant  Seott  to  the  defendant  Blake  for  the  term  of  77  years 
and  a  half  wanting  10  days  from  the  2&th  of  December 
then  last  at  a  pepper  corn  rent.  The  underlease  was  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  in  consideration  of  200/.  paid  by  Blake 
to  Scott;  but  it  was  in  fact  made  in  part  satisfaction  of  a 
debt  due  from  Scott  to  Blake  for  timber  and  materials 
used  in  building  the  houses.  It  contained  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  Scott  to  indemnify  Blake  against  the  rent  of 
18/.  2f.  reserved  by  the  original  lease^  and  a  power  was 
^ven  to  Blake  to  enter  and  distrain  upon  the  remainder 
of  the  premises  comprised  in  such  original  lease  in  case 
he  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  such  rent,  and  Scott  co- 
venanted that  in  the  event  of  there  not  being  sufficient 
distress  upon  the  premises  he  would  assign  over  the  ori- 
ginal lease  to  Blake.  The  defendant  Blake  afterwards 
sold  the  four  houses  to  the  defendant  Warner  for  285/., 
and  assigned  them  to  him  by  a  deed-poll  indorsed  on  the 
underlease,  and  dated  the  28th  of  March  1810.  The  under- 
lease and  the  deed-poll  were  prepared  by  the  same  solicitor. 

The  bill  stated  the  forgoing  facts,  and  alleged,  that  the 
original  lease  was  deposited  with  the  plaintiff  as  a  secu- 
rity for  the  debt  then  due  to  him,  and  that  the  defendant 
Blake,  at  the  time  of  the  underlease  being  granted,  and 
the  defendant  fFamer,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to 
him,  respectively  had  notice  of  the  deposit  having  been 
made  for  the  above-mentioned  purpose.  The  bill  prayed, 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the 
pbuntiff  on  the  security  of  the  lease  of  the  8rd  of  March 
1809^  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  what  upon  taking  such  accoimt  should  appear 
to  be  due  to  him,  or  in  default  of  payment^  that  the  de- 
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1823;  fcndaiits  might  be  decreed  to  assign  and  convey  to  ths 
plaintiff  all  their  estate  and  interest  in  the  lease  deposited 
with  the  plaintiff,  and  also  in  the  lease  of  Feb,  1810,  and 

Scott.  that  Buch  bf  the  defendants  as  should  ajqpear  to  have  the  lease 
of  Feb.  1810,  and  the  deed-poll  indorsed  thereon,  in  their 
possession  or  power,  might  be  decresd  to  deliver  up  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  if  it  should  appear  that  Warner 
had  not,  before  the  execution  of  the  assignment  to  him^ 
and  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  for  the  same, 
any  notice  or  reason  to  believe  that  the  lease  of  the  8rd 
March  1809  had  been  deposited  with  the  plaintifl^  then 
that  the  defendants  Scott  and  Blake,  or  one  of  them, 
might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  what  should  ap> 
pear  to  be  due  to  him  for  principal  and  interest,  on  the 
security  of  the  said  lease. 

By  the  joint  several  answer  of  the  defendants  Scott 
and  Blake,  the  defendant  Blake  admitted^  that  before  the 
underlease  was  granted  to  him,  he  had  been  informed  of 
the  original  lease  having  been  deposited  with  the  plaintiff 
as  a  security  for  a  sum  of  money  due  to  him  from  the  de- 
fendant Scoit,  but  insisted,  that  such  lease,  so  deposited, 
could  be  considered  only  as  affecting  the  one  house  which 
was  erected  on  the  piece  of  .ground  in  questioa  at  the 
time  of  the  deposit  of  such  lease  with  the  plaintiff,  if  the 
deposit  could  be  considered  as  having  effect  at  alL 

Tlie  defendant  Warner,  in  a  passage  of  his  answer 
which  was  read  as  evidence,  admitted,  that  Gyles,  the 
solicitor  who  prepared  the  underlease,  was  his  solicitor  at 
the  date  of  the  assignment  to  him,  and  was  employed  bj 
him  to  prepare,  and  did  prepare  the  deed-poll  of  the 
28th  of  March  1810,  and  perused  and  approved  of  the 
same  on  his  behalf,  and  as  his  solicitor,  but  he  denied, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed-poll,  or  of 
'  paying  his  purchase  money  for  the  underlease,  he  had  any 
notice  of  the  original  lease  having  been  deposited  with 
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the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  ^^2^- 

any  sum  of  money,  or  for  any  other  purpose.  m 


Qylesj  the  solicitor  who  prepared  the  underlease  and 
assignment,  was  examined  both  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  of  the  defendants,  and  deposed,  that  upon 
the  occasion  of  his  being  instructed  to  prepare  the  under- 
lease, he  asked  the  defendant  Scott  for  the  original  lease, 
and  that  the  defendant  Scott  informed  him,  that  he  had 
left  it  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining credit  thereon,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  after  it  had 
been  so  left  with  him,  had  viewed  the  premises  thereby 
demised,  and  had  declared,  that  the  messuage  erected 
thereon  was  not,  in  the  shape  of  security,  worth  one 
shilling,  the  same  being  subject  to  a  yearly  ground  rent  of 
18/.  2^.,  and  that  he  would  not  give  him  the  defendant 
Scott  any  credit  whatever  upon  the  said  lease,  or  the  pre- 
mises thereby  demised.  Gyles  further  deposed,  that  the 
defendant  Scott  at  the  same  time  declared  to  him,  that  he 
never  had  any  timber  or  other  goods  or  articles  what- 
ever from  the  plaintiff,  by  way  of  credit  or  otherwise, 
after  he  had  left  the  said  lease  with  him,  and  that  he  bad 
not  at  any  time  given  or  executed  any  instrument  to  the 
pkuntiff  for  any  debt  due  or  owing  by  him  to  the  plaintiff, 
whereby  the  said  lease  was  declared  or  understood  to  be 
deposited  with  the  plaintiff  as  or  by  way  of  security,  and 
that  he  had  not  ever  given  any  security  whatever  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  debt  due  from  him,  save  and  except  a 
promissory  note  or  biU  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  130/., 
or  thereabout^  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  some  time 
previous  to  the  tune  of  his  leaving  the  lease  with  the 
plaintiff,'  and  that  the  occasion  of  his  having  left  the  said 
lease  with  the  plaintiff  was,  in  consequence  of  his  having 
sometime  after  he  had  given  the  aforesaid  promissory  note 
or  bill  of  exchange  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  some  timber 
on  credit  to  carry  on  and  complete  some  buildings,  and 
the  plaintiff  having  requested  to  know  whether  be  would 
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1823.         deposit  any  lease  or  deed  as  a  security  for  such  farther 

credit.     Gyles  farther  deposed,  that  he  prepared  the  uu- 

r.  derlease  of  the  16th  of  Fehiruary  1810  as  the  solicitor  of 

^^^^^"'*  the  defendants  Scott  and  Blake,  and  that  he  was  before, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  date  or  execution  of  the  said  in- 
denture of  underlease,  informed  by  the  defendant  Scott, 
that  the  original  lease  was  then  deposited  with  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  Scott  was  also  examined  by  the  plaintiff. 

After  several  witnesses  had  been  examined,  the  defend- 
ant Blake  became  bankrupt,  and  the  defendant  Scott  took 
the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtor's  act,  and  a  aiuppk- 
mental  bill  was  £led  against  their  assignees. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Ftce-ChanceUor  on  the 
24th  of  January  1818,  and  his  Honour  ordered  the  bill 
to  be  dismissed  (a) 

The  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  decree  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  and  the  appeal  now  came  on. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  an  objection  was  made 
by  the  defendants  to  the  evidence  of  Scott  being  read  for 
the  plaintiffs,  upon  the  ground  that  a  decree  was  prayed 
against  him.  In  answer  to  the  objection  it  was  argued,  that 
Scott  having  taken  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtor's 
act,  his  provisional  assignee  would  alone  be  liable. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  observed,  that  in  the  lease  to 
Blake,  Scott  covenanted,  in  the  event  of  there  not  being 
a  sufficient  distress  upon  the  premises,  to  assign  over  the 
original  lease;  that  Warner  as  the  assignee  of  Blake 
would  be  entitied  to  the  benefit  of  that  covenant;  and 
that  Scott  therefore  vras  interested,  because  there  might 
be  a  demand  upon  the  covenant,  on  which  he  might  be 

{•)  S  Madd.  Rep.  S4. 
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sued^  and  to  which^  if  he  was  sued,  (the  demand  being  18^. 

after  the  proceedings  imder  the  insolvent  debtor's'  act) 
both  his  person  and  estate  would  be  liable. 


MOUNTFORD 
V. 

Scott. 


Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker  for  the  appellant. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  equitable  title  of  the  plaintiff 
must  prevail  against  the  legal  estate  of  the  defendant,  if 
he  is  affected  with  notice  5  Hiem  v.  MilL  (a)  The  pos- 
session of  the  original  lease  by  the  plaintiff  was  sufficient 
to  put  the  defendant  upon  enquiry^  and  therefore  to  affect 
him  with  notice.  Smith  v.  Low.  {b)  Where  a  purchaser 
cannot  make  out  his  title  except  through  a  deed  which 
leads  to  a  fact,  he  is  to  be  considered  as  having  knowledge 
of  that  fact.  Mertins  v.  Jolliffe.  (c)  It  has  been  often 
decided  that  notice  to  an  agent  is  notice  to  the  principal. 
Maddox  v.  MaddoXy  (d)  Lte  Neve  v.  Le  Neve,  (e) 
Sheldon  v.  Cos,  (/)  In  this  case  Qyles  had  notice  of  the 
deposit  with  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  admitted  that  he  was 
the  solicitor  of  Warner. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Willis  for  the  defendants. 
Tlie  Lord  Chancsi^lor. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is  in  this  case  no 
ground  for  determining  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief. 
It  is  true  that  it  is  established  that  a  deposit  of  deeds  is  to 
be  taken  as  a  fact  of  evidence  that  the  deposit  is  made  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  money ;  that  was  laid  down  by  Lord 
7%urfotr,  upon  the  notion  that  the  deposit  could  be  made 
for  no  other  purpose ;  but  the  whole  tenor  of  all  the  cases 
b,  that  that  doctrine  is  not  to  be  carried  further.  The 
Fice- Chancellor  m  this  case  appears  to  have  proceeded 

(#)  13  Yes.  114.  (d)  1  Yes.  Sen.  Si. 

{h)  1  Atk.  489.  {e)  Ambl.  436. 

(r)  Ambler  SI  1.  (/)  Ambl.  SS4. 
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Scott. 


Whether  notice 
to  an  attorney 
in  one  transac- 


1S23.  'upon  the  notion^  that  notice  to'a  man  in  one  transaction 
is  not  to  be  taken  as  notice  to  him  in  another  transaction ; 
in  that  view  of  the  case  it  might  fall  to  be  contidered, 
whether  one  transaction  might  not  follow  so  close  upon 
the  other,  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  give  a  man  credit 
for  haying  forgotten  it.  I  should  be  unwilling  to  go  so 
far- as  to  say,  that  if  an  attorney  has  notice  of  a  transac- 
tion in  the  morning,  he  shall  be  held  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  have  forgotten  it  in  the  evening ;  it  must  in  all  cases 
depend  upon  the  circumstances.  Supposing  that  when 
ffamer  took  this  assignment,  he  was  affected  with  notice 
tipn  shall  be  no-  of  what  was  known  to  €iyles  in  the  transaction  with  hlake, 
lice  to  him  in      it  is  a  clear  fact  in  proof  in  this  cause  that  the  lease  was 

another  traB»>    ^^^  deposited  for  money  advanced  at  the  time ;  if  it  was 

action  most  in  -  -  , 

all  cases  depend    P^^  ^'^^  ^^  hands  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  security  at  aU,  it 

upon.thecir-       must  have  been  for  an  antecedent  debt;  but  the  account 

which  Oyles  gives  of  the  transaction  is,  that  the  lease  was 
carried  to  the  plaintiff,  not  for  the  purpose  of  being  ap- 
plied as  a  security  for  money  already  advanced^  but  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  future'  credit;  I  apprehend  it  has 
never  been  held,  that  if  deeds  are  carried  to  a  man  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  credit  from  him,  he  has  a  lien  upon 
them  for  what  is  due  to  him  in  respect  of  monies  there- 
tofore advanced.  Such  a  decision  would  carry  the  doctrine 
upon  mortgages  by  deposit  of  deeds,  further , than  it  has 
everyet  been  carried.  This  decree  therefore  must  be  af- 
firmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 


cumstaaces. 
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COMMEIfCING    IN    THE 

SITTINGS  BEFORE  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

3  Geo.  IV.  1822. 


Bbtw£Bn  ROBERT  JOHNSON  and  Others^  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  all  other  the  Creditors  of 
Sir  JOHN  LEGARD,  deceased     ... 

Plaintiffs  ; 

AND 

Sir  THOMAS  LEGARD,  Bart.,  THOMAS 
DIGBY  LEGARD,  an  Infant,  the  eldest 
Son  of  the  said  Sir  THOMAS  LEGARD, 
HENRY    WILLOUGHBY,     DIGBY    LE-  ^g^^ 

GARD,  and  RICHARD  WATT,     .    .    .  >-^v^ 

Defendants.     '^^^  io»  *«» 

81,  83. 

BY  the  settlement  made  upon  the  marriage  of  Sir  The  creditors  of 
nigby  Legard  with  Jane  Carttvright,  in  the  year  »  ^«"^«'"  «"»'><>* 

insist  that  aa 
estate  contracted  to  be  sold  has  been  converted  into  personal  assets,  unless  the  title  be 
such,  that  the  court  will  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  it 

The  author  of  a  voluntary  settlement  cannot  file  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  afterwards  entered  into  by  him  to  sell  the  settled  estate. 

Whether  his  creditors  after  his  death  can  maintain  such  a  bill.    Qoere. 

The  court  was  of  opinion^  that  limitations  in  a  marriage  settlement  to  the  brothers 
of  the  settlor  and  their  issue  were  voluntary;  but  thought,  under  the  circumstances, 
that  a  purchaser  could  not  be  compelled  to  take  the  title  depending  on  the  validity  of 
those  limitations,  and  dismissed  a  bill  by  the  creditors  of  the  vendor  after  bis  death 
for  specific  performance,  Uiere  having  been  subsequent  dealings'witb  the  estate  which 
might  have  confirmed  the  settlement,  the  agreemeot  for  purchase  being  suspicious, 
ud  it  beiog  doubtful  whether  the  creditors  could  file  such  a  bill. 

Vol.  I,  u 
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1^^^'.  175^^  several  estates^  and  amongst  others  an  estate  at 
JEtton  in  the  county  of  York^  were  conveyed  by  Sir  Digby 
Legard^  to  the  nse  of  himself  for  Hfe ;  remainder  to  the 
intent  that  Jane  Cariwrigkt,  if  she  survived  him,  might 
during  her  life  receive  an  annuity  of  500/.  for  her  join- 
ture; remainder  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  two  hundred 
years,  to  secure  the  annuity ;  remainder  to  other  trustees 
for  the  term  of  five  hundred  years,  in  trust  to  raise  the 
sum  of  6,000/.  for  the  portions  of  the  younger  children 
of  the  marriage ;  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
the  marriage  successively  in  tail  male  3  with  divers  re- 
mainders over. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  between  the  said  Sir 
Digby  Legard  and  Jane  Carturrighty  John,  afterwards 
Sir  John  Legard^  Thomas^  afterwards  Sir  Thomas  Le- 
gardj  one  of  the  defendants,  the  defendant  Digby  Legardy 
and  several  other  sons  and  daughters.  Sir  Digby  Ltgard 
died  in  1773 ;  and  in  the  month  of  Mqy^  VJ9^y  Sir  John 
Legard  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  settled  estates,  and  de- 
clared the  uses  to  himself  in  fee. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  14h  and 
l&th  of  June,  1782,  made  previous  to  and  in  contempla- 
tion of  a  marriage,  then  intended  and  afterwards  solemn- 
ized, ^between  the  said  Sir  John  Legard  and  Catheffine 
Lapel  jiston,  the  release  being  made  between  the  said 
Sir  John  Legard  of  the  first  part,  Henry  Aston  and 
Catherine  Lapel  Aston  of  the  second^ait,  TAomiu.  Gran- 
ston  and  Edward  Diccimson  of  the  third  part,  Thomas 
Mceleston  and  Edward  Standish  of  the  fourth  part,  and 
Henry  Hartm^  Astdn  voA  Anthony  Hodges  oi  the  fifth 
part,  aftef  refdtirig  tUit  th^ 'sum  of  4,O0W.  was  t6  be  re- 
ceived by  the  said  Sir  John  Legard  as  the  portion  of  the 
said  ""Catherine  Lapel  Aston,  the  said  Sir  John  L^ard, 
in  eonsideradbn  of  the  intoided  mamage,  and  of  such 
portion  as  aforesaid,  and  for  making  a  provision  for  the 
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said  Catherine  Lapel  Asian  and  the  issue  of  the  mar-  1829. 

riage,  and  for  settling  the  estates  theremafter  mentioned 
to  the  U3e8  thereby  declared,  conveyed  the  estates  which 
had    been   comprised   in  Sir  IHgbjf*^  marriage  settle- 
ment, subject  to  the  jointure  and  to  the  terms  of  two 
hundred  jrears  and  five  hundred  years  thereby  created,  to 
the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  during 
his  life  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to 
the  intent  that  the  said  Catherine  Lapel  Ast&n  should 
during  her  life  receive  thereout  an  annuity  of  3002.  for 
her  jointure,  remainder  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  one 
hundred  years  to  secure  the  annuity,  remainder  to  trus- 
tees for  the  term  of  five  hundred  ^ears  for  raising  por- 
tions for  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  remainder 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  suc- 
cessively in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  Sir  John  Legard  1)y  any  future  wife 
successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  de- 
fendant  Sir  Thomfls  Legard  for  life,  remionder  to  the  use 
of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  defendant  Sir  Tho- 
nuu  Legard  successively  in  tail  male,  with  similar  limita- 
tions in  remainder  to  the  ^  defendant  JOigby  Legard  and 
the  othei'  brothers  of  Sir  John  Legard  for  their  lives  suc- 
cessively, and  to  their  first  and  other  sons  successively  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Sir  John  Legard  in  fee. 

4 

In  the  year  1805  an  act  of  parliament  was  passed,  on 
die  petition  of  Sir  John  and  Lady  Catherifie  Legtitd,  by 
whicrh,  after  reciting  that  the  sum  of  6,000/.  raiseable 
under  the  trusts  of  Sir  Digby's  marriage  settlement  had 
been  raised  by  mortgage  of  tiie  setded  estates,  and  that 
those  estates  had  been  fordier  mortgaged  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  several  sums  of  money  which  Sir  John  Le- 
gard had  charged  thereon  under  the  powers  of  several  in- 
closure-acts,  and  that  the  inclosures  not  being  yet  com- 
pleted further  sums  of  money  would  be  wanted  for  that 
purpose  $  and  also  reciting  that  by  an  indenture,  dated 

u2 
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185^  the  21  St  of  March,  1805,  Lady  Jane  Legard  had  released 
the  estate  at  Etton  from  her  jointure,  being  satisfied  that 
the  residue  of  the  estates  subject  thereto  were  an  ample 
security  for  the  same ;  several  detached  parts  of  the  set- 
tled estates^  including  a  part  of  the  estate  at  EttoUy  were 
discharged  from  the  uses  limited. by  Sir  JoAn />^arrf's 
marriage  settlement,  and  vested  in  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
sell,  and  after  applying  the  purchase  monies  in  paying 
off  the  above-mentioned  incumbrances  on  the  settled 
estates,  and  reimbursing  Sir  John  Legard  the  expenses 
of  the  inclosures  not  then  completed,  to  the  extent  to 
which  by  virtue  of  the  inclosure-acts  he  was  empowered 
to  charge  such  expenses  upon  the  settled  estates,  to  lay 
out  the  surplus  in  the  purchase  of  other  estates  to  be 
limited  to  the  uses  of  the  settled  estates. 

In  October  J  1807)  Sir  John  Legard  entered  into  a  con- 
tract to  sell  the  Etton  estate  to  the  defendant  Richard 
fTatt  for  15,500/. ;  the  agreement  for.  sale  recited,  that 
Sir  John  Legard  was  seised  in  fee  of  tlie  estate,  subject 
to  the  term  of  five  hundred  years  for  raising  portions  for 
his  younger  children,  and  also  subject  to  a  limitation  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  by  Catherine  his  wife  successively 
in  tail,  but  discharged  of  all  other  incumbrances ;  and  it 
provided,  that  Sir  John  Legard  or  his  heirs  should,  on 
or  before  the  Gth  of  April,  1808,  convey  the  estate  to 
fPati,  discharged  of  the  term  of  five  hundred  years  and 
the  trusts  thereof,  and  indemnified  from  the  said  limita- 
tion to  his  issue  male.  Thd  agreement  further  provided, 
that  upon  the  conveyance  being  made,  the  purchase  money 
with  interest  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  the 
estate  and  by  the  bond  of  Watt;  and  that  it  should  re- 
midn  upon  that  security  during  the  life  of  Sir  John  Le- 
gard, and  for  twelve  months  after  his  decease,  if  the  in- 
terest was  regularly  paid,  and  should  not  in  any  case  be 
called  in  before  the  expiration  of  three  years.  It  was  also 
stipulated  by  the  agreement,  that  if  Watt,  his  heirs  or 
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asugna^  should  be  evicted  from  or  deprived  of  the  pos-  1822. 

session  of  the  premises  by  any  issue  male  of  Sir  John 
Legard^  or  by  any  other  person  claiming  or  deriving  title 
through  or  under  him,  any  sums  of  money  laid  out  by 
Wait  or  his  heirs  in  improvements  or  necessary  altera- 
tioos  on  the  premises,  with  lawful  interest  for  the  same 
from  the  time  such  sums  were  advanced,  and  also  so 
much  of  the  purchase  money  as  might  have  been  paid, 
should  be  repaid  by  Sir  John  Legardj  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors,  or  administrators ;  and  the  security  for  the  purchase 
money  remaining  unpaid  was  on  the  same  event  to  cease 
and  be  void. 

Sir  John  Legard  died  without  issue  in  the  month  of 
Juh/^  1806,  leaving  the  defendant  Sir  Thomas  Legard 
his  heir  at  law,  and  having  by  his  will  appointed  the  de- 
fendant JOigby  Legard  to  be  his  executor.  At  the  time 
of  hb  death  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  Eiton  estate 
had  not  been  carried  into  e^ect,  though  he  had  instituted 
a  suit  for  specific  performance  which  was  then  pending. 
Previous  to  the  death  of  Sir  John  Legard  a  conunission 
of  Imiacy  had  issued  against  Sir  Thomas  Legard,  and  the 
defendant  Henry  JViUoughhy  was  the  committee  of  his 
estate. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  creditors  of  Sir  John  Le- 
gard whose  debts  were  contracted  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  his  marriage  settlement,  charged,  that  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  that  settlement,  subsequent  to  the  li- 
mitations therein  contained  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
Sir  John  Legard  by  any  future  wife,  were  fraudulent  and 
void;  and  that  no  consideration  had  at  any  time  been 
given,  by  or  on  the  behalf  of  any  of  the  objects  of  the 
sidd  limitations,  in  respect  of  the  estates  limited  to  them 
respectively.  The  bill  further  charged,  that  the  defendant 
IHgby  Legard  refused  to  take  the  necessary  steps  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  contract,  and  alleging  that  the 
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18^^.  personal  estate  of  Sir  John  Legardy  exclusive  of  the  pmr^ 

^^^^'^^^^        chase  money,  was  insufficient  for  the  paymeot  of  his 
V.  debts^  it  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared  by  the  Court 

Leoard.  ^^^  ^^  limitations  in  remainder  contained  in  the  inden* 
ture  of  release  of  the  15th  of  JunCy  1782,  subsequent  ta 
the  limitations  therein  contained  to  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  Sir  John  Legard  by  any  wife  he  should  after- 
wards marry  in  tail  mAle,  were,  so  far  as  respected  the 
premises  contracted  to  be  sold  to  JF^att^  fraudulent  and 
Toid  y  and  that  the  agreement  of  October^  1807>  might  be 
specifically  performed,  and  a  proper  convejrance  executed 
to  JFatt  of  the  premises  therein  comprized ;  and  that 
JFatt  might  be  directed  to  pay  the  purchase  money  for 
which  the  premises  were  contracted  to  be  sold  to  the  de- 
fendant Digby  Legard  J  as  part  of  the  personal  assets  of 
Sir  John  Legard;  and  that  the  same  when  received  might 
be  applied  in  a  prop^  course  of  administration,  and  the 
debts  due  to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  creditors  of  Sir 
John  Legcard  paid  thereout. 

The  defendants  Sir  Jlumias  Legard  and  Thomat  Digby 
Legard  by  their  answers  insisted,  that  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  marriage  settlement  of  Sir  John  Legm^ 
sought  to  be  impeached  by  the  bill  were  good  and  valid ; 
and  that  the  consideration  appearing  upon  the  settlement,, 
and  the  natural  love  and  affection  of  Sir  John  Legard  for 
his  brothers,  were  su£Scient  to  support  the  uses.  Ihey 
also  insisted^  that  the  act  of  parliament  confirmed  the 
settlement,  and  that  if  the  settlement  could  be  considered 
as  voluntary,  neither  Sir  John  Legard^  nor  any  persons 
claiming  under  him,  could  call  upon  them  to  join  in  a 

conveyance  of  the  premises. 

* 

/  The  defendant  TFc^t  by  his  answer  objected  ta  the  title 

on  account  of  the  settlement,  but  submitted  to  perform 
the  agreement  on  having  a  good  title* 
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The  cause  was  heard  at  the  Rolls  on  the  17th  of  Be-  1829. 

cembeTy  1813;  and  it  being  then  considered  necessary  to 
obtain  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  the  validity  of 
the  limitations  in  the  settlement  to  the  brothers  of  the 
settlor  and  their  issue^  a  case  was  by  the  decree  directed 
to  be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  'court  of  King's  Bench 
upon  that  point.  A  case  was  accordingly  prepared  in 
pursuance  of  the  decree^  stating  the  settlement,  and  that 
the  estate  had  been  conveyed  to  fFiatt  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration :  but  the  conveyance  was  not  stated  to  have  been 
such  as  would  have  been  made  if  the  terms.of  the  agree- 
ment  had  been  strictly  pursued^  and  no  notice  was  taken 
of  the  act  of  parliament.  The  Judges  of  the  court  of 
King's  Bench  having  certified,  upon  the  case  before  them, 
that  none  of  the  limitations  to  the  brothers  of  the  settlor 
or  their  issue  were  valid  against  the  defendant  fTatt,  (a) 
the  cause  was  heard,  upon  further  directions,  before  his 
honour  the  Vice^hmicellor  on  the  ISthof  JWy,  1818  ;(£} 
and  a  decree  was  made,  by  which  it  was  declared,  that  the 
limitations  in  remainder  contained  in  the  indenture  of  the 
15th  of  JuMy  1782,  subsequent  to  the  limitations  therein 
contained  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Sir  John  Legard 
by  any  wife  he  should  afterwards  marry  in  tail  male,  were, 
so  far  as  they  respected  the  premises  contracted  to  be 
sold  to  the  defendant  Watty  fraudulent  and  void  as  agajist 
that  defendant ;  and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  en- 
quire, whether  a  good  title  could  be  made  to  the  preikises 
in  question. 

The  defendants  Sir  Thomas  Legard  and  Thomas  Digby 
Legard  hanng  presented  a  petition  of  appeal,  both  from 
the  original  decree,  and  the  decree  on  further  directions, 
the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  appeal. 

The  Attorney-  General^  Mr.  Shadtcell,  and  Mr.  Hajfter, 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

(«)  6  Mau.  &  Sclw.  60.  (*)  3  Madd.  8SS. 
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The  limitations  in  the  settlement  to  the  brothers  of  the 
settlor  and  their  issue  are  voluntary,  and  void  against  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  under  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth,  (a)     In  all  the  cases  in  which  linutations  to 
collateral  relations  in  a  marriage  settlement  have  been 
sustained^  there  has  been  some  consideration  independent 
of  the  marriage  and  the  portion  of  the  wife.    In  Jenkins 
V.  KeymiSf  (b)  where  it  is  stated  to  have  been  the  opinion 
of  Hale  that  the  consideration  of  marriage  and  portion  ex- 
tended to  all  the  estates  in  the  settiement^  the  father  of 
the  settlor  was  tenant  for  life,  and  the  settiement  could 
.  not  have  been  made  without  his  concurrence ;  and  the 
opinion  expressed  by  Hale  must  have  referred  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  for  in  Roscarrick  v.  Barton  (c) 
he  appears  to  have  considered  a  limitation  to  a  brother  in 
a  marriage  settiement  to  be  voluntary.    In  Osgood  v. 
Strode^  {d)  where  the  Court  decreed  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  marriage  articles  at  the  instance  of  a  nephew  of 
the  settior,  the  grandfather  was  considered  to  have  be- 
come a  purchaser  by  giving  up  an  equitable  interest  in  the 
estate.    In  Stephens  v.  T\ueman^  {e)  Ithettv.  Beane,  (/) 
and  Boe  v.  JkRtton,  (g)  limitations,  which  would  other- 
wise have  been  deemed  voluntary,  were  supported  upon 
similar  principles :  but  it  is  clear  that  the  marriage  con- 
sideration alone  will  not  support  remainders  to  collateral 
relations.    Lane  22.     Staplehiil  v.  Bully ^  (A)  Sttttan  v. 
Chetwynd.  (t)     In  addition  to  those  authorities,  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  present  case  is 
decisive  upon  that  point.    The  case  of  Clayton  v.  Earl 
TFinton  {k)  has  not  infringed  upon  the  law,  as  the  limita- 
tions to  the  issue  of  the  second  marriage  were  in  that 
case  interposed  between  the  limitations  to  the  sons,  and 
those  to  the  daughters,  of  the  first  marriage.  White  y. 

(«)  27  Eliz.  c.  4.  .     (/)  1  Ves.  815. 

(b)  1  Lev.  150.  *     (g)  2  Wils.  356. 
{€)  1  Ch.  Cas.  217.  (A)  Prcc.  Chan.  224. 

{d)  2  P.  Wras.  245.  (0  3  Meriv.  249. 

(If)  1  Ves.  73.  (*)  3  Madd.  302. 
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Stringer,{a)  which  has  been  relied  on  aB  an  authority  1S33. 
in  support  of  the  limitations  in  this  case,  proceeded 
upon  the  principle,  that  the  purchaser,  by  taking  a  col* 
lateral  ycurity,  had  acknowledged  the  limitations  to  be 
good,  and  could  not  afterwards  take  advantage  of  the  sta- 
tute. It  is  clearly  settled,  that  a  voluntary  settlement  is 
void  against  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  though 
he  has  notice  of  it.  Doe  v.  Mannmg.{b)  Assuming  the  li- 
mitations to  be  voluntary,  the  next  question  is,  whether 
Watt,  having  entered  into  a  contract  to  buy  the  estate,  but 
not  having  obtained  a  conveyance,  is  a  purchaser  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  ?  The  intention  of  the  statute 
was,  that  wherever  an*  estate  was  created  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  the  voluntary  settlement  should  be  defeated. 
A  Court  of  equity  considers  that  which  is  contracted 
to  be  done  for  a  valuable  consideration  as  actually  done; 
and  from  the  time  of  the  contract  therefore  the  pur- 
chaser is  in  equity  the  owner  of  the  estate,  and  the 
voluntary  settlement  is  void  against  him.  In  Metcalfe 
V.  Pulvertofty{c)  a  receiver  was  appointed  before  an- 
swer, at  the  instance  of  a  purchaser  from  the  settlor; 
and  in  several  other  cases  agreements  to  purchase, 
entered  into  with  the  settlor,  have  been  carried  into 
efiEbct  against  those  claiming  under  the  settlement. 
Z^each  v.  JDeon.  (d)  Douglasse  v.  fFaad.'{e)  Parry 
V.  Clarwarden.{f)  Suckle  v.  MxtchelL{g)  The  remain- 
ing question  is,  whether  the  creditors  have  not  a  right 
to  compel  the  performance  of  the  contract.  At  the 
death  of  Sir  John  Legard  the  estate  was  in  equity 
converted  into  personalty ;  and  the  executor  having  an 
adverse  interest,,  the  creditors  may  file  a  biU  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  that  conversion.  In  Smith  v.  Garlandj{h) 
Sir  William   Grant  decided,  that  the  Court  would  not 

(a)  8  Lev.  105.  if)  1  Cb.  Cas.  09. 

(*)  9  East.  59.  if)  8  Dick.  544. 

(e)  1  Yes.  &  Beam.  180.  ig)  18  Yes.  100. 

(d)  Rep.  in  Cban.  78.  (*)  2  Meriv.  183. 
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1899.^  assist  a  vendor  in  defeating  a  prior  voluntaiy  setUe* 
ment  made  by  himself:  there  is  great  inconvenience 
in  that  decision^  as  it  has  the  e£kct  of  rendering  the 
contract  binding  on  the  vendor  and  not  on  the  pur- 
chaser. This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Smith  v. 
Oarland: — ^there  the  bill  was  filed  l)y  the  vendor  against 
an  unwilling  purchaser,  who  repudiated  the  benefit  of 
the  statute; — this  is  a  suit  by  creditors,  claiming  ad- 
versely to  the  vendor,  against  a  willing  purchaser.  The 
creditors  have  a  better  equity  than  the  vendor:  they 
may  have  forborne  to  demand  payment  of  their  debts 
upon  the  faith  of  this  contract.  In  many  cases  the 
creditors  of  a  party  have  a  superior  equity  to  that  of 
the  party  himself.  When  a  power  is  executed- in  a  de- 
fective manner,  the  party  executing  the  power  cannot 
have  the  assistance  of  the  Court  to  remedy  the  defect^ 
but  his  creditors  may  file  a  bill  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Homcj  Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Lynch,  for  the  de- 
fendants claiming  under  the  settlement. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  the  settlement  at  law :  but  it  is  an  obnous 
argument  in  favour  of  the  remainders,  that  there  bong  a 
title  in  the  family,  it  was  important  to  the  wife,  that 
those  who  succeeded  to  the  title,  in  case  the  husband 
.  died  without  issue,  should  have  power  to  support  the 
dignity.  The  statute  of  Elizabeth  does  not  apply  to 
pin*chasers  who  do  not  claim  under  actual  conveyances. 
The  language  of  the  statute,  connecting  purchasers 
witli  lessees  and  grantees,  who  must  claim  under  a  con- 
veyance, shews  that  the  persons  intended  to  be  pro- 
tected were  those  to  whom  estates  had  been  actually 
conveyed.  How  can  the  statute,  whkh  was  intended 
to  prevent  frauds  being  practised  upon  purchasers,  apply 
to  the  cases  of  persons,  who  have  merely  contracted 
for  estates,  and  paid  no  part  of  the  purchase-money^ 
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If  a  Toluntaiy  settlement  is  affected  by  ihe  statute  18tt« 
from  the  date  of  the  contract^  its  existence  will  depend 
upon  circumstances  varying  from  day  to  day.  At  all 
events^  there  must  be  a  bona  fide  contract  to  defeat 
the  settlement:  but  the  agreement  in  this  case  was  a 
mere  trick  on  the  part  of  Sir  John  Legmdy  to  which 
the  purchaser  was  a  party.  No  part  of  the  purchase- 
money  was  to  be  paid  till  twelve  n^onflui  after  the  death 
of  Sir  John  Legard;  and  if  tiie  purchaser  'was  evicted 
by  the  remainder-men,  the  money  was  to  be  repaid; 
the  purchaser  therefore  loses  nothing  if 'the  vidmitary 
settlement  prevails.  In  this  view  of  the  subject,  White 
V.  Stringer  decides  the  case.  There  is  no  case  prbr 
to  Buckle  V.  3GicheU,  in  which  a  purchaser,  with  notice 
of  a  vohmtary  settlement,  ever  obtained  a  decree  for 
specific  performance.  In  the  prevknu  cases  nothing 
is  said  about  notice  to  the  purchasers.  In  JBuckk  v* 
JUiicbdl  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  general 
principle;  the  settlement  contained  a  poWer  to  sell 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  mortgages  *  existing  on 
the  estate,  and  the  settlor  had  paid  off  a  mortgage  with 
his  own  money ;  the  legal  estate  also  was  outstatiding,  so 
that  the  question  was,  which  party  had'  the  better 
eqmty  ?  The  authority  of  that  :  case  tiierefore  >  does 
not  extend  beyond  the  opinion  expressed  by  Sii^  IPl 
GfranL  This  case  falls  within  the  distincticm  mentioned 
by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Bennei  v.  Musgrove,{a)  and 
Oxley  V.  JLeey{b)  that  in  cases  of  presumed  fraud  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  must  be  left  to 
his  remedy  at  law,  and  that  this  Court  will  only  relieve 
against  a  voluntary  conveyance  in  cases  of  actual  fraud. 
The  act  of  Parliament  obtained  by  Sir  John  Legaird 
was  such  a  recognition  of  the  settlement,  as  to  make 
it  good  by  matter  ex  poti  facto.    It  is  not  competent 

(a)  s  y«.  fti.  (»)  1  Aik.  ess. 
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19M.  to  the  creditors  of  the  settbr  to  file  this  bill ;— they 
can  have  no  better  equity  than  the  settlor  himself^  by 
whom  the  bill  could  not  have  been  sustained.  Burke 
V.  Dawson.{a)     Smith  v.  Garland. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  fFetherett,  for  the  defendant  Wait. 

The  Attorney' General  in  reply,  as  to  the  invalidity 
of  the  remainders  to  the  collateral  relations,  relied  upon 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  upon 
the  case  ot.JSutton  v.    Chetwynd;  and  as  to  the  ap- 
plication of  the  statute  to  a  purchaser  under  a  contract 
only,  upon  the  cases  cited  in  the  opening.    Admitting  that 
a  voluntary  settlement  might  be  made  good  by  subsequent 
transactions,  he  contended,  that  the  act  of  parliament 
in  this  case  had  no  such  effect ; — ^that  it  was  competent 
to  Sir  John  JLegardj  as  against  the  remainder^men,  to 
have  sold  without  the  intervention  of  parliament,  and 
that  the  act  was  passed  only  to  enable  him  to. sell  as 
against  his  mother   and  his  wife  and  issue ; — ^that   no 
consideration  therefore  moved  from  the  remainder-men, 
and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  make  good  their  estates 
that  the  mother  had  relinquished  her  claim  on  a  por- 
tion of  the  property;  more  particularly,  as  it  appeared 
by  the  recitals  of  the  act  that  there  was  an  ample  fund 
remaining  to .  answer    her  jointure.     With   respect  to 
the  nature  of  the  agreement    he  insisted,  that   there 
was  nothing  unreasonable  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser 
in  taking  care  to  protect  himself  against  the  acts  of 
persons  claiming    under  Sir  John  Legard;   and   that 
if  the  estate  had  been  conveyed,  the  conveyance  must 
have  contained  a  covenant  for  that  purpose;   and  as 
evidence  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction,  he  relied 
upon  the  circumstance  of  Sir.  John  Legard!*s  having 


(a)  Roik,  March,  1805.    Sug.  Vcad.  and  Purch.  5lh  ed.  569. 
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filed  a  bill  to  enforce  the  contract.    After  citing  the  1M2. 

case  of  Evelyn  v.  Templar ^{d)  as  establishing  the  pro- 
position,  that  the  remainder-men  had  no  claim  upon 
the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  he  further  argued, 
that  there  being  at  the  death  of  Sir  John  Legard  a 
binding  contract  between  him  and  Watty .  which  had 
converted  the  real  estate  into  personal,  and  the  exe- 
cutor refusing  to  file  a  bill,  the  Court  would  enforce 
the  contract  at  the^  instance  of  the  creditors.  Laccn 
V.  Mertins.{b)     Buckmaster  v.  Hairrop.{c) 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
said,  that  if  there  had  been  nothing  more  in  the  case 
than  tliat  the  settlement  was  made  upon  the  marriage, 
he  thought  that  the  remainders  Would  have  been  held 
to  be  voluntary,  and  void  against  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser; but  that  he  could  not  make  up  his  nund  to 
•ay,  that  the  act  of  parliament,  and  the  conveyance 
by  Lady  Jane  Legard,  made  no  deference  in  the  case. 

At  the  close  of  the  reply,  his  Lordsfep,  after  observ- 
ing that  that  part  of  the  estate  which  was  affected 
by  the  act  of  parKament  could  only  be  sold  by  a  con- 
tract with  the  trustees,  delivered  the  following  judg- 
ment. 

It  appears  to  me  at  present,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
confirm  these  decrees.  This  is  a  bill  brought  by  cre- 
ditors of  Sir  John  Legard,  who  made  a  settlement  in 
the  year  1782.  The  creditors  by  whom  this  bill  is 
filed  are  persons  whose  debts  were  contracted  sub- 
sequently to  the  date  of  the  settlement;  and  if  they 
can  file  any  bill  at  all,  it  must  be  upon  the  principle^ 
that  Sir  John  Legard,  having  entered  into  a  contract 

(«)  8  B.  C.  C.  148.  W  7  Ves.  141.    11  V«.  456. 

(»)  SAtk.  1. 
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lSi%  to  sdl  this  estate^  has  given  them  a  right  to  say,  that 
he  conyerted  the  fee-simple  of  the  premises  into  per- 
sonal estate  ,f^that  he  divested  himself  of  all  title  to 
those  premises  as .  land,  and  became  entitled  to  con- 
sider himself  as  a  creditor  of  Mr.  fFatt  for  15,500/.; 
and  that  Dighy  Legard  not  choosing  to  enforce  the 
contract,  they  have  a  right  to  do  so.  It  is  infinitely 
too  late  to  comment  on  the  original  decisions  on  the 
statute  of  JBlizabeth :  but  when  one  looks  at  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  one  is  certainly  a  little  surprised  to  hear  it 
said,  that  if  a  man  upon  his  marriage  thinks  proper, 
after  providing  for  his  issue,  to  limit  his  property  to 
his  own  brothers  end  sisters,  that  is  so  fraudulent  a 
thing,  that  the  party  is  to  be  considered  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor.  It  has  been  determined  in  this  Court, 
that  if.  a  voluntary  settlor  enters  into  a  contract  to  sell 
the  i^tate^.  and  files  a  hiU  to  carry  the  contract  into 
execution,  the  Court  will  not  assist  him.  One  difficulty 
in  the  way  of  assisting  him  i»,  that  he  has  no  equity 
to  defeat  the  act  which  he  has  done  himself:  but  an- 
other consideratbn  which  has  weighed  in  such  cases 
is,  that  if  you  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  an  estate 
at  the  instance  of  such  a  man,  you  cannot  be  quite 
sure  that  there  may  not  have  been  some  intermed^te 
acts,  which  by  matter  ex  post  facto  may  have  made 
the  settlement  good,  which  in  its  origin  was  not  good. 
A  voluntary  fet-  It  cannot  be  denied^  with  respect  to  persons  who  make 

tlement  my  be   yoiuntary  settlements,  and .  those  who  are  called  volon- 

msde  cood  by 

matter  tfjr^Mi     teers^  that  they  may  come  to  such  future  bargains  as  to 

/Mci0.  make  that  which  was  orij^nally  voluntary  no  longer  to 

be  so.oonsideied*.  Then  how  does  this  case  stand? 
After  this  settlement  was  made.  Sir  John  Legard.  up^ 
plied  to  Ptoliament  to  enable  him  to  sell  a  portion  of 
the  settled  estates,  and  Parliament  granted  the  ap- 
plication. There  can  be  no  doubt  that  IWliainent 
would  not  have  done  that  ii^thout  the  consent  off  aU 
the  persons  having  a  present  interest  in  the  estate; 
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and  without  entering  into    the    question  what   would  IBK. 

be  the  effect  of  such  a  thing,  how  is  it  possible  for 
me  to  proceed  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  when  that  Court  had  not  the  circumstance  be- 
fore it?  The  case  sent  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
ought  to  have  stated  the  act  of  parliament ;  and,  instead 
of  stating  a  simple  conveyance  in  fee  to  Wattf  ought 
to  have  stated  such  a  conveyance  as  would  in  all  re- 
spects have  carried  into  effect  the  agreement  which 
was  made.  The  result  is,  that  the  case  must  be  gone  all 
over  again,  and  be  considered  as  it  was  in  1813.  But, 
independently  of  all  the  questions  which  have  arisen  in 
this  case,  and  without  giving  any  opinion  upon  any  of 
them,  without  entering  into  the  question,  whether  these 
creditors  stand  in  a  better  situation  than  Sir  John 
Legardj  or  in  the  same  situation  as  that  in  which  he 
stood,  I  apprehend  this  is  quite  clear,  that  unless  this 
Court  would  compel  ffatt  to  take  this  title,  the  cre-^ 
ditors  cannot  insist  that  this  contract  has  converted 
into  personal  assets  the  estate  contracted  to  be  sold  $ 
and,  attending  to  the  modem  doctrines  of  the  Court, 
it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  I  could  compel  a  pur* 
chaser  to  take  this  title.  If  however  you  like  to 
have  the  case  aent  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  again, 
stated  in  the  way  in  which  I  think  it  ought  to  have  been 
stated  before,  you  may  have  it. 

The  pliuntiffs  having  declined  taking  the  case,  the  jn/^^s. 
Lord  Chancellor  said>  then  the  decisions  must  be  re- 
versed: but  I  do  not  wish  any  thing  which  I  do  to 
involve  a  doubt  as  existing-  on  my  mind  upon  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  Adverting  to 
the  nature  of  the  agreement ;— adverting  to  the  act  of 
parliament,  and  to  the  difGiculty  which  there  would 
be  in  maldng  a  title  in  any  state  of  the  case  ^—and  ad- 
verting also  to  the  question,  whether  the  creditors  have 
A  right  to  institute  this  suit  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
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18^.  pelling  the  purchaser  to  take  this  property,  if  a  good 
title  could  be  made,  when  he  could  not  have  been 
compelled  to  take  it,  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  by  the 
person  with  whom  he  contracted,  I  think  this  bill 
ought  to  be  disnussed. 

Bill  dismissed. 


JpHlft9,im.  SUTTON  v.  CHETWYND. 

T[I£  Lord  Chancbllob  observed,  that  this  case^ 
which  had  been  then  heard  upon  appeal  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  was  reported,  as  if  the  question  had 
been,  Whether  Sir  Richard  Sutton  was  within  the  con- 
sideration of  marriage;  and  that  the  articles  appeared 
to  have  been  read  in  the  C!ottrt  below  to  the  extexit 
only  of  raising  that  question;  but  that  the  real  ques- 
tion was.  Whether  certain  individuals  were  not  pur- 
chasers for  the  benefit  of  Sir  Bkhard  Sutton. 
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183S. 


JONES  V.  GARCIA  DEL  RIO.  Jn/jr  6.  u.  «4. 

THIS  was  a  bUl  filed  by  three  persons,  on  behalf  of     Some  of  the 
themselves  and  all  other  the  holders  of  scrip  or  holders  of  scrip 

shares  of  the  Peruvian  loan,  against  John  Garcia  del  Rio  ^^"^^^^  ^[\ 

'  ^  loan  cannot  file 

and  James  Paroissieny  who  were  stated  by  the  bill  to  a  bill  on  behalf 
have  come  over  from  South  America  in  the  character  of  of  themselves 

envoys  and  ministers,  from  a  government  stylinir  itself  the  f "?  ^®  ^^^^^ 
^        .  '  ,.®  ^       ,  holders  to  haye 

renivian  government,  to  this  country,  and  to  have  repre-  ^jj^j^  subscrip- 

sented  themselves  to  be  empowered  to  contract  for  a  loan  tions  returned, 
for  the  use  of  the  said  government,  and  against  Thomas    Several  persons 
Kinder  the  younger,   the  contractor  for  the  loan,  and  demands 'Vnd 
William  Everett  and  others,  the  bankers  to  whom  the  not  being  able 
subscriptions  for  the  loan  were  paid.    The  bill  prayed,  to  sue  on  behalf 

that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  monies  which  had  °  \  ®/"^  ^^ 

^  and  others,  can- 

been  advanced  and  paid  by  the  plaintiiFs  and  the  other  not  be  co-plain- 
holders  of  scrip  or  shares  of  the  loan  who  should  come  in  tiffs, 
and  claim  the  benefit  of  the  suit,  and  that  the  plamtiffs     J*"^  ^*^*^  '" 

,         ,1,1,  i.  •1.11111  which  a  bill  can 

and  such  other  holders  as  aforesaid  might  be  declared  en-  |^^  g|^j  ^   ^^^ 
titled  to  have  what  they  had  so  paid  returned  to  them,  person  on  behalf 
and  to  have  the  monies  paid  to  and  remaining  in  the  of  himself  and 
hands  of  the  defendants  the  bankers  applied  for  that  pur-  |^  ^^^^  1^  ^1^ 
pose,  and  that  an  account  of  such  monies  might  be  taken,  others  have  a 
and  that  the  same  might  be  applied  accordingly,  and  that  choice  between 
in  the  meantime  the  defendants  the  bankers  might  be  re-  tl»tan«J  nothing, 
strained  from  parting  with  such  monies,  and  the  other 
defendants  from  receiving  or  disposing  of  the  same. 

It  appeared  by  the  pleadings,  that  in  October  1822 
the  defendant  Kinder  entered  into  a  contract  for  a  loan  of 
money  to  the  defendants  Garcia  del  Rio  and  Paroissien 
for  the  service  of  the  state  of  Peru^  to  be  in  part  secured 
by  bonds  of  the  Peruvian  government  payable  to  bearer ; 

Vol.  I.  X 
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1893.  that  a  great  number  of  persons  afterwards  purchased  from 

*  Jon  IS  Kinder  scrip  or  shares  of  the  loan ;  that  the  scrip  havings 

V,  been  in  many  instances  sold  by  the  original  holders,  the 

plidnti£b  severally  became  purchasers  of  portions  of  it ; 
and  that  two  instalments  had  been  paid  by  the  several 
holders  of  scrip^  on  account  of  the  loan,  into  the  hands  of 
the  defendants  the  bankers.  The  bill  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  and  of  inabiUty 
on  the  part  of  the  envoys  and  the  contractor  to  perfect 
the  security  which  they  had  undertaken  to  give  for  the 
loan,  and  amongst  other  things  the  bill  allc^^  that  no 
such  government  as  the  Peruvian  government  had  ever 
been  acknowledged  by  his  Majesty,  and  that  in  fact  there 
was  no  such  government  in  existence,  but  that  Peru  stall 
remained  a  province  and  dependency  of  the  kingdom  of 
Spain. 

The  defendant  Kinder  by  his  answer  admitted,  that  the 
Peruvian  government  had  not  been  acknowledged  as  an 
independent  state  by  the  government  of  Oreat  JBriiain  j 
but  he  stated  that  there  was  in  fact  such  a  government  in 
South  jtmericuy  and  that  it  was  an  assumed  government 
in  opposition  to  the  former  government  of  Spam  in  that 
country,  and  had  been  fcxrmed  by  a  revolution  of  the 
people  in  Peru,  who  had  driven  out  the  S^Mmish  viceroy 
and  established  a  government  of  their  own ;  and  he  there- 
fore denied  that  Peru  still  remained  a  province  or  de* 
pendency  of  the  kingdom  of  iSjpom,  and  insisted  that  it 
was  independent  of  SIpain.    The  defendant  fiirther  stated, 
that  he  was  a  holder  of  scrip  on  his  own  private  account, 
and  that  he  believed  that  the  plaintifib  were  not  authorized 
by  any  of  the  other  holders  of  scrip  to  institute  the  suit 
on  their  behalf,  and  that  many  of  the  other  holders,  if  not 
all  of  them,  were  content  to  abide  by  their  contracts  to 
purchase  such  shares  of  the  loan  as  they  had  respectivdy 
contracted  to  purchase,  and  were  either  ignorant  of  cnr  dis- 
approved the  suit. 


GAKouDitiRie. 
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The  injunction  prayed  by  the  bill  haying  been  obtained 
ear  parte^  a  motion  was  now  made  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant Kinder  to  dissolve  it. 

Mr.  fTetherell,  Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Boupell,  in 
support  of  the  motion,  argued,  that  the  C!ourt  could 
not,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  interfere  for 
the  purpose  of  cancelling  the  loan,  consistently  with 
the  general  principle,  that  in  order  to  set  aside  a  con- 
tract misrejM^sentation  or  a  fraudulent  suppression  of 
facts  must  be  established;  and  they  insisted  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
the  other  holders  of  scrip,  as  all  the  holders  of  scrip 
had  not  a  conmion  interest,  and  the  object  of  the  bill 
was  to  put  an  end  to  a  transaction,  which  many  of 
the  subscribers  had  undertaken  for  their  own  benefit, 
and  were  willing  to  persevere  in.' 

The  Loan  Chancsllor. 


We  all  know  that  Peru  was  part  of  the  dominions 
of  Spain,  and  that  Spain  and  this  country  are  at  peace, 
and  that  this  country  has  not  acknowledged  the  govern** 
ment  of  Peru;  I  want  to  know,  whether,  supposing 
Peru  to  be  so  far  absolved  from  the  government  of 
Spain  that  it  never  can  be  attached  to  it  again,    the 

fs  Courts  will  interfere  at  all  while  the  Peruvian  Whether  the 


government    is  not  acknowledged  by  the    government  King's  Courts 

of  this  country.    What  right  have  I,  as    the  King's  ''''"  *^[«^««« 

J  "^  y  ^      upon  the  subject 

Judge,  to  interfere  upon  the  subject  of  a  contract  with  of  a  contract 

a  country  which  he  does  not  recognize  ?     Another  ques-  with  a  country 

tion  is,  whether,  if  individuals  in  this  country  choose  "'^■^'^  *'®  ^.^ 

to  advance  their  money  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  a  ^^  ^m  ^^^  .|^ 

colony  opposed  to  its  parent  state,    that  parent  state  the  recovery  of 

being  at  peace  with  this  country,  the  Courts  of  Justice  rooncy  advanced 

by  the  subjects 
of  this  country  to  a  colony  at  war  with  its  parent  state,  the  parent  state  being  at  peace 
with  this  country.    Query. 

X2 


303 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1829. 


1823  a  copy  of  the  bill,  being  in  &ct  the  bin  by  the 
order  in  question  referred  for  taxation,  shewing  the  ba- 
lance of  1322.  in  his  favour,  was  sent  by  him  to  the  soli- 
citors of  the  said  William  Clutton,  by  whom  he  had  been 
applied  to  for  the  delivery  of  the  papers  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  said  ITumias  Clutton ;  that  the  balance  of 
1322.  was  paid  to  him  in  Fehruary  1823,  and  that  all  the 
papers  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  said  Thomas  Clut- 
ton  had  since  been  delivered  by  him  to  the  said  fFUliam 
Clutton.  The  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  after 
impeaching  the  conduct  of  the  solicitor,  by  imputing  to 
him  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  confidence,  in 
having  given  to  another  person  a  paper  in  the  cause  of  a 
private  nature  to  be  made  use  of  for  purposes  prejudicial 
to  the  testator's  family,  proceeded  to  state,  that  the  bill 
of  costs  carried  into  the  Master's  office  had  onlv  been 
partly  taxed  in  June  1812,  several  items  having  been 
marked  as  requiring  further  explanation ;  that  the  taxa- 
tion had  never  been  completed,  and  no  certificate  or  re- 
port had  been  made  by  the  Master;  and  that  several  items 
had  been  lately  added  to  the  bill  which  had  never  been 
taxed  at  all.  It  was  further  represented  by  those  affida- 
vits that,  before  the  order  in  question  was  obtained,  a 
special  motion  had  been  made  before  the  Fice  Chancellor 
for  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  and  that  his  Honour  had  re- 
fused it,  upon  the  ground  that  the  object  might  be  ob- 
tained by  a  common  order,  and  that  a  notice  of  motion 
was  unnecessary  and  irregular,  (a) 


Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber  in  support  of  the  motion 
contended,  that  where  a  solicitor's  bill  had  been  paid  and 


(«)  la  Bx  parte  HewUt^  in  the 
matter  of  MorrU^  Backs  Bauk. 
Cas.  388.  the  Vice  ChaneeUor  is 
reported  to  have  said,  after  con- 
sulting Mr.  Crofts  the  Registrar, 
that  the  uniform  practice  was  to 


order  a  soIicitor*sbill  to  be  taxed 
as  of  course,  and  if  there  were 
any  special  circumstances  in  the 
case  the  solicitor  might  make  a 
special  application  to  the  Conrt 
to  modify  or  discharge  the  order. 
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the  payment  acquiesced  in^  the  Court  would  not  refer  it 
for  taxation  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  cited  Langsti^e  v. 
Taylor y  (a)  and  PlenderUath  v.Fra$er.  {b) 

Mr.  JFetherell  and  Mr.  Ching  against  the  motion  ar- 
gued, that  if  upon  the  whole  matter  the  bill  must  be  taxed 
the  Court  would  not  discharge  the  order  $  they  distin- 
guished the  case  from  those  which  had  been  cited  by  the 
want  of  acquiescence,  and  insisted  that  mere  payment  of 
a  solicitor's  bill  was  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  right  to 
taxation.  They  stated  that  the  object  of  the  parties  in 
obtaining  the  order  was  to  have  the  papers  delivered  up 
upon  oath. 

The  Lord  Chanpbllor. 


1833. 


This  is  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  made  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  a  petition  perfectly  of  course, 
and  in  answer  to  such  an  application  nothing  more  was 
required  on  the  part  of  those  who  obtained  the  order 
than  to  shew  that  they  were  entitled  to  it  as  of  course. 
The  question  of  conduct  has  nothing  to  do  with  this 
case,  and  it  was  improper  to  enter  into  affidavits  upon 
that  subject  with  respect  to  an  order  of  course  and  a 
motion  to  discharge  that  order.  It  is  clear  to  me  that 
as  to  those  affidavits  this  order  must  be  discharged  with 
costs  as  between  solicitor  and  dieut.  If  the  conduct 
of  the  solicitor  was  sudi  as  to  entitle  the  parties  to  a 
taxation  of  the  bUl  on  that  ground,  it  ought  to  have  been 
the  subject  of  a  special  application.  With  respect  to  the 
point  of  practice,  where  a  person  means  to  have  a  IhH 
taxed,  if  he  thinks  pn^r  to  pay  that  bill  he  does  not 
thereby  necessarily  wave  the  right  to  taxation ;  he  may 
intimate  that  he  pays  it  without  prejudice  to  taxation,  and 
there  may  be  cases  where  wi&out  one  word  being  said  he 


(a)  14  Yes.  see. 


(»)  3  Yes.  &;  Beam.  174. 
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1825.  would  have  a  right  to  have  the  bill  taxed.   Every  attorney 

has  a  right  to  hold  papers  till  his  bill  is  paid ;  the  language 
of  every  order  which  is  made  ypon  the  subject  is,  that 

upon  payment  of  what  is  due  the  papers  shall  be  delivered 
^rlicrc  ft  pftriy  _  ,  ,  ,  ^ 
has  a  pressing  ^^^'  5  ""^  where  a  party  has  a  pressmg  necessity  for  pa- 
necessity  for  pers,  the  Court  will  order  them  to  be  delivered  over  upon 
papers  in  the  ^  deposit  being  made,  which  will  cover  not  only  what  is 
ritor  the  Court  ^^^  upon  the  bill  but  what  may  be  due  for  the  costs  of  the 
will  order  them  taxation, 
to  be  delivered 

op  upon  a  epo-       With  respect  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  -was 

sit  being  made  ,   ^  , 

sufficient  to         ^^^  explained  to  the  solicitor  that  there  was  to  be  a  taxa- 

cover  the  a-  tion  of  his  bill,  but  even  if  it  had  been  so  explained,  what 
™^"°'  ^5  ^^  t^  passed  before  was  sufficient  to  make  the  application 
and  the  costs  of  ^"^^  taxation  the  subject  of  a  special  motion,  instead  of  a 
the  taxation.        motion  of  course.    If  the  bill  was  to  be  taxed  under  the 

order  made  in  ISQJ^  the  proper  course  was  to  take  out  a 

4U       E.   r*  warrant  to  go  on  with  the  taxation ;  unless  I  am  mistaken 
mg  the  costs  of  °  ' 

the  suit  to  be       that  order  would  warrant  the  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the 

taxed  warrants  a  suit  up  to  the  time  of  the  Master's  making  his  report,  but 

taxation  up  to      fo^  fear  I  should  be  mistaken  about  that  I  wiU  lay  it  out 

the  time  of  the       -    ,  t  i  ^  i        ^ 

Master's  making  ^^  ^^^  ^*®^"    ^^  would  be  a  long  tune  before  1  could  con- 

his  report  sent  to  say,  that  if  a  bill  was  carried  into  the  Master's 

Sembh.  office  for  taxation,  and  the  Master  went  through  part  of 

that  billy  a  party  could  come  here  upon  a  petition  of 
course,  not  to  have  the  authority  of  the  Court  to  go  on 
with  the  taxation  already  begi|^,  but  for  an  order  for  some 
other  Master  to  begin  again  and  tax  the  whole  of  that  bill ; 
but  if  upon  the  credit  of  the  taxation  the  bill  has  been  m 
part  paid,  how  is  it  possible  to  say  that  a  motion  of  course 
can  be  made  to  tax  that  bill.  The  only  question  which  I 
have  to  decide  is,  whether  this  order  has  been  regularly 
obtained ;  I  think  it  has  not  been  regularly  obtained.  Let 
the  order  be  discharged  with  the  conunon  costs,  and  as  to 
so  much  of  the  affidavits  as  relate  to  conduct,  let  the 
costs  be  paid  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 
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1823. 


RODENHURST  v.  TUDMAN.  Jui^u. 

THE  plaintifiis  having  suffered  judgment  by  default  Motioa  to  sUj 
in  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  brought  against  *^®  ««c«lioo  of 
them  as  the  executors  of  James  Rodenhurst  by  the  de-  of  damaMsT  oot 
fendant  Tudman,  The  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Philli-  supported  by  the 
more  moved  on  their  behalf,  that  the  common  injunction,  ordinary  affidrn- 

which  had  been  obtained  for  want  of  answer,  might  be  J.'   "^    ^  .  , 

'  ^^  tioatostaytriaU 

extended  to  stay  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  of  da-  refused  with 
mages,  and  of  all  further  proceedings  in  the  action,  until  costs, 
the  defendant  Tudman  should -put  in  his  answer,  and  the 
Court  make  further  or  other  order  to  the  contrary.     The 
motion  was  supported  by  an  affidavit  that  the  rights  of 
Tudman  under  the  covenant  were  disputed  by  other  par- 
ties, co-defendants  to  the  bill,  and  could  only  be  deter- . 
mined  by  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  the  damages  could 
not  be  safely  assessed  tiU  the  rights  of  all  parties  were 
determined  by  the  Court,  and  accounts  taken  of  the  real 
and  personal  .estates  of  James  Rodenhurst^  for  which  pur- 
poses the  bill  was  filed. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor,  upon  the  motion  being  opened, 
said,  I  do  not  recollect  any  instance  of  staying  trial,  or 
staying  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages,  ex- 
cept where  a  party  wants  discovery  to  aid  him  in  the  trial. 
This  is  in  effect  a  motion  to  stay  trial,  and  being  a  motion . 
to  stay  trial,  the  question  is  whether  there  is  the  ordinary, 
affidavit.  Another  objection  to  the  motion  is,  that  until 
there  is  a  decree  in  this  Court  I  have  no  right  to  prevent 
a  man  from  going  to  judgment ;  can  I  say  he  shall  not 
have  a  preference  over  other  creditors  ? 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


V* 
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1833* 


Roma  WADE  V.  SAUNDERS. 

Juiy  85. 

The  Court  re-  Tj^DJFARD  SAUNDERS^  by  his  will  dated  the  Sth 
fused  to  take  JUj  of  October  1799,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  HeUm 
married  wotnaa  Saunders  her  executora  adminidtratora  and  asaigna,  the 
to  gite  np  her  som  of  6,000/.,  upon  tmat  to  invest  the  same  in  some  pub- 
refenioiiary  in-  jje  stocks  or  funds,  and  to  pay  the  dividends  or  interest 
^S^  Mdl^  thereof  to  his  daughter  Helen  Wade  and  her  husband 
part  contingent,  John  JFade  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor^ 
in  a  fund  in  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  upon  trust  for  the 
T'*'  *°J^"'  chfldren  of  his  said  daughter  Helen  JFade  by  her  said 
from  her  bus-  husband  John  Wade,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them 
buuL  on  their  severally  attaining  .the  age  of  twenty-one  years^ 

with  benefit  of  survivorship  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of 

them  under  that  age. 


After  the  death  of  the  testator  this  suit  was 
and  the  legacy  of  6,000/.  was,  under  the  directions  of  the 
Court,  invested  in  the  purchase  of  11,000/.  3  per  cent* 
consol.  Bank  annuities,  which  was  tmnsfierred  into  the 
name  of  the  Accountant-general  in  trust  in  the  cause. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Matthew  Handr- 
cock  and  Helen  Maria  his  wife,  and  by  John  Samud 
Schwencky  which,  after  stating  to  the  eflfect  above  stated, 
and  that  the  sidd  John  Wade  and  Helen  his  wife  were 
still  living,  and  had  nine  children,  and  that*  the  petitumer 
Helen  Maria  Handcock  was  one  of  those  children  and 
had  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years^  but  that  seven 
of  the  other  children  were  under  that  age,  went  on  ta 
state,  that. the  petitioners  JSimdcocA  and  wife  had  eon* 
tracted  with  the  petitioner  Schwenck  for  the  sale  to  him 
ct  their  reversionary  interests,  as  well  vested  as  contin- 
gent, in  the  said  sum  of  11,000/.  3  per  cent,  consol.  Bank 
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annuities^  but  that  the  petitioner  Schwenck  was  unwilling 
to  complete  the  purchase,  unless  the  petitioner  Helen 
Maria  Handcock  would  forego  all  her  rights  in  the  said 
stock ;  the  petition  therefore  prayed,  that  the  petitioner 
Helen  Maria  Handcock  might  be  examined  for  the  pur- 
pose of  testifying  her  consent  to  the  transfer  of  her  share 
or  shares  of  the  said  stock  to  the  petitioner  Schwenck. 


1893. 


The  Master  of  thb  Rolls,  upon  the  petition  being 
opened,  refused  to  take  the  consent. 

Mr.  Barber  for  the  petition. 


HUGHES  V.  WYNNE. 

T^  OBERT  W ATKINS  WYNNE,  by  his  wiD,  dated 
JLh  the  15th  of  October  1805,  directed  that  all  his 
just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expences  should 
be  fully  paid  and  satisfied,  out  of  his  personal  estaie  tA 
far  as  the  same  would  extend,  and  afterwards  oat  of  the 
fund  thereinafter  directed  and  appointed  for  that  purpose) 
and  after  giving  several  pecuniary  legacies,  charged  upon 
the  surplus  monies  to  arise  firom  the  sale  of  an  estate, 
which,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  5th  of  October  1805, 
he  had  conveyed  to  trustees  io  trust  to  sell  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  dischaiging  several  incumbrances  and  debts,  in-* 
eluding  the  simple  contract  debts  then  due  and  owing 
from  him,  the  testator  gave  and  devised  certdn  other 
estates  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  500  years,  as  an  aux* 
iliary  fund  for  raising  such  sum  as  might  be  wanted,  in 
aid  of  his  personal  estate  and  the  estate  directed  to  be 


Rolls* 

Where  real 
estates  are  de- 
vised in  trust 
for  the  psymeat 
of  debts,  in  aid 
of  the  personal 
estate,  the  sta* 
tute  of  limita- 
tions does  not 
run  in  equity 
after  the  death 
of  the  testator. 
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1828.  ^  sold,  for  the  payment  and  discharge  of  his  debts  and  fu- 
neral expences ;  and  he  authorized  his  trustees  to  raise, 
by  mortgage  of  the  estates  comprized  in  the  term,  such 
sums  of  money  as  might  be  wanted  for  the  purpose  last 
mentioned.  The  testator  died  in  1806,  and  by  the  decree 
in  this  suit,  which  was  instituted  by  the  trustees  in  1814, 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  his 
debts  with  the  usual  directions. 

The  Master  by  his  report  stated,  that  several  chains 
had  been  brought  in  before  him  on  behalf  of  persons  claim- 
ing to  be  creditors  of  the  testator  in  respect  of  debts  due 
to  them  on  simple  contract,  but  that  the  testator  having 
died  in  1806,  and  the  bill  in  this  cause  not  having  been 
filed  till  1814,  a  period  of  eight  years  without  any  pro* 
ceedings  being  taken  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  debts, 
he  had  not  thought  fit  to  allow  the  same,  conceiving  them 
to  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  One  of  the 
creditors  by  simple  contract  having  excepted  to  this  re- 
port, the  exception  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

Mr.  Agar  for  the  exception  contended,  that  where  a 
trust  was  created  for  the  payment  of  debts  tiiey  could  not 
be  barred  because  the  trustee  did  not  execute  the  trust ; 
he.  cited  Executors  of  Fergus  v.  Gore,  (a)  and  Morse  v. 
Langham.  (&} 

Mr.  fFingfield  in  support  of  the  Master's  report  ar- 
gued, that  the  creditors  having  omitted  to  claim  for  so 
long  a  period  the  Court  woi}ld,  by  analogy  to  the  statute 
of  limitations,  assume  that  their  claims  had  been  satisfied. 

Mr.  Shadwett,  Mr.  Roupett,  Mr.  Tirmey,  and  Mr, 
Parker,  appeared  for  the  other  parties. 

.     (a)  I  Sch.  &  Lef.  107.  {h)  S  Yes.  fr  Beam.  886. 
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The  Mastbr  of  thk  Rolls.  1893. 

The  question  is  how  the  debt  stood  at  the  death  of  the 
testator ;  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  a  man  has  no  debt, 
because  he  does  not  go  to  law  to  enforce  payment  when 
he  has  a  trustee  to  pay  him. 

The  exception  was  allowed. 


COOKE  V.  DAVIES.  Juiy  «e,  so,  si. 

THE  bUl  in  this  cause  was  filed  on  tbe  14th  of  Jufy  ^^«>^  «  pl^n- 
1821,  and  an  answer  having  been  put  in,  the  bill  tj/f  *°J«n<J«l.  *»» 

,     ^  hill  after  an- 

was  amended ;  the  defendant  put  m  her  answer  to  the  ,^er,  but  did 

amended  bUl  on  the  4th  of  February  1822,  and  on  the  not  serre  a  sub- 

21st  of  June  following  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  second  P®°*  ^  •"*''«' 

order  to  amend:  on  the  10th  of  jfpril  1823,  no  amend-  ^,  4..      .    ... 

'  '  '  or  file  a  replica- 

ment  having  been  made,  the  defendant  moved  to  discharge  tion  to  the  aii- 
the  order  to  amend  and  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  swer,  an  order 

prosecution,  but  the  pldntiff  met  the  motion  by  under-  ®'>**"*«^  ■•  o* 

.  ,  course  to  di»- 

taking  to  amend  within  ten  days ;  he  accordingly  amended  mig,  Hi^  ^m  f^^  - 

his  bill  within  the  limited  time  and  also  amended  the  wantof  prosecu- 

defendant's  oflSce  copy,  but  he  neither  filed  a  replication  «"tio"*»  ^^^ 

.  1         i_  ^  .11     three  terms  from 

to  the  answer  nor  served  a  subpcena  to  answer  the  amend-  ^^  ^»     of  the 

ments;  the  defendant  therefore,  on  the  13th  of  July  fol-  answer,  bat  with- 

lovring,  obtained  the  common  order  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  '"  *hree  terms 

want  of  prosecution,  upon  the  allegation,  that  no  further   f**™    ^..    J^ 

proceedings  had  been  had  in  the  cause  since  the  answer  ^^  1,^1^  i^  |^ 

was  put  in  to  the  amended  bill.  re^lar,  thou|rh 

the  defendant 

1  ■»•    \_  1         ji        f  J*      had  obtained  aa 

A  motion  was  now  made  to  discharge  the  order  of  dis-  ^^^^  ^^  y^^ 

mission  for  irregularity.  plaintiff  should 

amend  his  bill 
within  a  limited  time,  and  the  plaintiff  had  amended  accordingly,  and  had  abo amended 
the  defendants  ofiice  copy  of  the  bill. 
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Mr.  Heald  for  the  motion, 

Mr.  Bichards  agwist  it. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor. 

Where  a  bill  is  I  have  always  understood^  that  if  a  bill  is  filed^  and  an 
amended  after  angler  is  put  in,  and  then  an  order  is  obtained  to  amend, 
JJJJ^^J*  "^  and  the  bill  is  amended,  but  no  subpoena  to  answer  the 
served  to  answer  amended  bill  is  served,  the  amendments  go  for  nothing, 
the  amended       The  question  is,  whether  it  makes  any  difference,  that 

,     e  amen  -  ^^^  ^^  order  to  amend,  the  defendant  obtained  an  order 
mentsgoforno-  ' 

thing.  that  the  amendments  should  be  made  within  ten  days,  and 

the  amendments  were  made  within  that  time. 

The  M^Utrar  was  directed  to  enquire  into  the  practice, 
and  upon  the  result  of  that  enquiry  the  motion  was  re- 
fused with  costs. 


J^  8,  HARRIS  V.  LLOYD. 

AugfutU 
Illegitimate  jn%J)JVARD  HARRISy  by  his  will  dated  the  10th  of 

titwnlnto  ^  ^  October  1809,  devised  to  his  executors  aU  the 
deacriiitioii  of  estates  of  which  he  was  seized  in  mortgage,  upon  trust, 
children  in  a  on  payment  of  the  mortgage  monies,  to  convey  the 
Tfili,  the  Hiten-     ^^^^  ^  ^^  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption 

safficienUy  ap-  thereof;  and  after  bequeathing  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  part 

parent  upon  the  of  the  monies  to  be  received  in  respect  of  the  mortgages, 

face  of  the  will,  ^p^^  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Edward  Goring  and 

for^e diildrea  Jomes  Goringy  he  directed  his  executors  to  invest  the  re- 

of  ^.  to  he  sidue  of  such  monies  upon  mortgage  or  in  the  funds,  and 

equally  divided  to  stand  possessed  of  the  same,  in  trust  for  all  and  every 
between  them 

with  benefit  of  surviYorship  and  a  provision  for  maintenance  out  of  the  interest,  ji* 
jbaving  no  children  at  the  death  of  the  testator:  held  that  after-born  children  would 
take,  and  that  the  interest  till  the  birth  of  a  child  fell  into  the  residue. 
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the  child  and  children  of  his  son  Edward  Harris^  if  more  1823- 

than  one  to  be  equally  divided  between  them  share  and 
share  alike,  the  shares  of  sons  to  be  vested  at  twenty-one, 
and  to  be  paid  or  transferred  at  twenty-five,  and  the 
shares  of  daughters  to  be  paid  or  transferred  at  twenty- 
one  or  marriage,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  as  to  the 
shares  of  children  dying  under  twenty-one,  and  a  direc^ 
tion  that  until  the  shares  of  the  children  riiotdd  become 
payable,  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  trust  fimds  or 
securities  should  be  applied  in  their  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation ;  the  testator  gave  to  Sarah  Byrne  all  the  rest  and 
residue  of  his  estate  and  eflfects* 

After  the  death  of  the  testator  a  suit  was  instituted  by 
Edward  Ooring  and  James  Ooring,  and  by  three  infants 
who  were  represented  to  be  the  children  of  Edward  Har-' 
lis  the  son,  for  an  account  of  the  monies  due  to  the  tes- 
tator upon  mortgage  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  the 
mortgage  monies,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  8,40(M.,  having 
been  received  by  the  executors,  were  paid  into  Court  and 
invested.  By  the  decree  part  of  the  fund  in  Court  was 
appropriated  to  answer  the  legacy  of  5,000/.,  and  it  being 
declared  that  the  infimt  plaintiffs,  if  they  were  the  only 
children  of  the  said  Edward  Harris  the  son,  were  entitled 
to  the  remainder  of  the  fund,  it  was  referred  to  the  Mas* 
ter  to  enquire  what  children  the  said  Edward  Harris  the 
son  had  at  the  testator's  death,  and  whether  he  had  had 
any  children  bom  since  that  time.  In  the  further  pro- 
gress of  the  suit,  the  Master  having  reported  that  Edward 
Harris  the  son  had  at  the  death  of  the  testator  three 
children  only,  the  three  infant  plaintifis,  and  that  he  had 
had  no  child  bom  since  the  testator's  decease,  an  order 
was  made  that  the  interest  of  the  unappropriated  part  of 
the  fimd  in  Court  should  be  applied  in  the  maintenance  of 
the  in&nt  pIainti£Bi,  their  father  not  being  of  ability  to 
mfdntain  them.  The  payment  of  maintenance  was  after- 
wards suspended  by  an  order  dated  the  1st  of  February 
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1893.  1821^  made  upon  the  petition  of  the  defendants  the 

executors^  stating,  that  no  proof  had  been  adduced  of 
Mdward  Harris  the  son  having  ever  been  married,  and 
submitting,  that  the  infant  plaintiffs,  if  they  were  ille- 
gitimate, were  not  entitled  to  any  benefit  imder  the 
will  of  the  testator.  A"  supplemental  bill  was  then  filed 
.  by  the  infants,  stating,  that  they  were  always  treated 
by  the  testator  as  his  grand*children,  and  boarded  and 
maintained  at  his  expence,  and  that  Edward  Harris  their 
father  had  no  other  child,  and  setting  forth  a  deed,  dated 
subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  by  which 
Sarah  Byrne  assigned  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  them,  all 
such  interest  in  the  funds  in  question  as  she  was  entitled 
to  as  residuary  legatee  of  the  testator,  in  case  there  were 
no  children  of  the  said  Edward  Harris  the  son  to  take 
by  that  description  under  the  testator's  will. 

A  petition  presented  by  the  infants,  insisting  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  dividends  of  the  unappropriated  part 
of  the  fund  in  Court  by  virtue  of  the  deed,  independently 
of  the  question  of  legitimacy  and  the  effect  of  the  bequest 
contained  in  the  testator's  will,  and  therefore  praying  that 
the  order  of  the  Ist  of  February  1821  might  be  re- 
scinded, and  that  the  dividends  accrued  and  to  accrue  due 
upon  the  fund  in  question  might  be  applied  in  their  main- 
tenance, now  came  on  to  be  heard  with  the  supplemental 
suit. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Willis  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Without  entering  into  the  question  whether  the  de- 
scription in  the  will  comprehends  illegitimate  children, 
the  infants  are  entitled  to  the  interest  of  the  unappro- 
priated fund  in  Court  under  the  deed  executed  by  Mrs. 
Bjfmey  upon  the  ground,  either  that  the  gift  of  the  residue 
of  the  mortgage  money  is  an  immediate  gift  to  a  class  of 
persons  who  must  be  livmg  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 
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snd  that  there  not  having  been  then  any  le^timate  children  1838. 

the  gift  altogether  failed^  and  the  particular  residue  fell 
into  the  general  residue ;  or  that  the  interest  of  the  par- 
ticular residue  until  the  birth  of  a  legitimate  child  is  un- 
disposed of^  and  forms  part  of  the  general  residuary  estate. 
Upon  die  first  point  they  relied  upon  the  provision  Cor 
maintenance,  as  evidence  of  intention  that  the  persons 
who  were  to  take  the  fund  were  to  be  in  existence  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and  cited  Godfrey  v.  Davisy  (a)  and 
Davidson  v.  Dallas,  (b)  Upon  the  second  point  they 
cited  Wyndham  v.  fFyndAam,  (c)  Shatve  v.  Cunliffcy  {d) 
and  Leake  v.  Mobifison.  (e) 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Seymour  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Spence  for  Edward  Goring  and  James  Goring. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

Three  questions  arise  in  this  case ;  first,  whether  the 
persons  who  claim  as  children  are  children  within  th^ 
meaning  of  the  testator  and  according  to  the  legal  con- 
struction of  the  word ;  secondly,  whether  the  intention  of 
the  residuary  legatee  in  favour  of  those  persons  can,  as  it 
respects  the  principal  of  the  fund,  be  carried  into  execu- 
tion, regard  being  had  to  the  circumstance  that  the  indi- 
vidual whose  illegitimate  children  have  been  considered 
to  be  the  persons  intended  by  the  testator  may  have  legi- 
timate children;  and  thirdly,  whether,  according  to  the 
cases  of  Wyndham  v.  Wyndham  and  Shame  v.  Cunliffis, 
the  interest  of  the  residue  of  the  mortgage  money  does 
not  fall  into  the  general  residue  until  there  is  a  legitimate 
child ;  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  this  testator  meant 
illegitimate  children,  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there 

(a)  6  Vcs.  43.  (d)  4  B.  C.  C.  144. 

(»)  14  Vcs.  576.  (e)  8  Mcriv.  36S. 

(c)  3  B.  C.  C.  58. 

Vol.  I.  Y 


614 


1823. 


Tbe  interest  of 
a  legacy  not  ex- 
pressly disposed 
of  by  a  vill  till 
the  persons  come 
into  existence 
who  are  to  take 
the  capital  fells 
into  the  residue. 
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18  not  enough  upon  the  face  of  this  wUl  to  autiioriae  mc 
to  cany  that  intention  into  effect,  (a)  With  respect  to 
the  bulk  of  the  residue  of  the  mortgage  money,  if  there 
shall  be  legitunate  children,  it  will  become  their  property. 
With  respect  to  the  interest  of  that  residue,  upon  the  best 
consideration  which  I  can  give  the  subject,  I  think  this 
case  falls  within  the  authority  of  the  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  held,  that  where  there  is  an  interval  m  whidi  the 
interest  is  not  disposed  of  expressly  by  the  will  before  the 
persons  come  into  existence  who  are  to  take  the  capital 
the  interest  fells  into  the  residue. 

The  order  wasvaccordingly  made. 

(«)   Cariwrighi  v.  Fawdty,  5  Ves.  6S0.     Sm^c  v.  Ketmerhy,  I 
Ves.  dc  Beam.  4S9. 


Ju!y  28. 

Upon  a  motion 
for  a  prohihi- 
tion  a  copy  of 
the  lihel  in  tbe 
ecclesiaslScal 
court  verified 
by  affidavit  and 
'  a  suggestion  on 


IN  RE  MAGOR. 


IK  the  year  1820  the  lessees  of  the  tithes  of  a  parish  in 
the  diocese  of  Exeter  instituted  a  suit  in  the  consis- 
torial  court  of  the  diocese  against  John  Magw  for  the 
subtraction  of  the  tithes  of  com ;  the  defence  made  to  the 
suit  was,  that  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  the  tithes 
were  demanded  were  down  to  the  year  1817  barren  and 
^Kh^T "s^t^  unproductive,  and  were  therefore  by  law  exempt  from  the 
ting  forth ^e  payment  of  tithes;  witnesses  having  been  examined  by 
lihel  and  the  ^^^^i^  parties  on  the  subject  of  the  exemption  set  up  by  the 
Prohibition**'^  defendant,  the  tause  was  heard  before  the  ChanceUar  of  the 
J^yld  mwt  he  dioccse  of  Exeter  on  the  20th  of  Jidy  1822,  but  before  sen- 
delivered  into     tence  was  pronounced  an  order  was  made  by  his  Honour  the 

Court,  and  if     j^^^  Chancellory  prohibiting  the  ChanccHor  of  the  diocese 
the prohihition  -  ,       .,       •         s.     ^  j-         «^ 

is  granted  affi-     wd  the  lessees  of  the  tithes  from  further  proceeding  upon 

davits  pf  the  truth  of  the  facts  suggested  must  be  filed  witbia  six  months. 
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the  rnntien  in  question  in  the  consistorial  court,  and  di- 
recting  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  issue  accordingly;  this 
order  was  obtained  upon  the  motion  of  Mr.  Knight  made 
ex  parte  and  supported  by  an  affidavit,  which,  after  setting 
forth  the  substance  of  the  pleadings  in  the  consistorial 
court,  and  stating  the  beUef  of  the  deponent  that  the 
lands  in  respect  of  which  the  tithes  were  demanded  were 
barren  and  unproductive  down  to  tiie  year  1817,  and  were 
exempt  fipom  the  payment  of  tiflies  under  the  provisions 
of  tiie  statute  2d  &  3d  Edw.  6.  c.  13.,  {a)  afleged,  tiiat 
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{a)  The  6th  and  14th  sections 
of  this  sUtnte  are  in  the  follow- 
ing words: — 

Section  5.— Provided  always, 
and  be  it  enacted  by  the  au- 
thority aforesaid,  that  all  such 
barren  heath  or  waste  ground, 
other  than  such  as  be  dbcharged 
for  the  payment  of  tithes  by  act 
of  Parliament,  which  before  this 
time  have  lain  barren  and  paid 
no  tithes  by  reason  of  the  same 
barrenness,  and  now  be  and  here- 
after shall  be  improved  and  con- 
verted into   arable  ground    or 
meadow,  shall  from  henceforth, 
after  the  end  and  term  of  seven 
years  next  after  such  iroprove- 
nient   fully    ended   and   deter- 
mined, pay  tithe  for  the  com  and 
hay  growing^  upon  the  same ;  any 
thini^  in  this  act  to  the  contrary 
in  any  wise  notwithstanding^. 

Section  14. —  fie  it  further 
enacted  by  the  authority  afore- 
said, that  if  any  party  at  any 
time  hereafter,  for  any  matter 
or  cause  before  rehearsed,  limit- 
ed or  appointed  by  this  act,  to 
be  sued  or  determined  in  the 
King's  ecclesiastical  coort,  or 


before  the  ecclesiastical  Judge, 
do  sue  for  any  prohibition  in 
any  of  the  King's  courts  where 
prohibitions  before  this  time  have 
been  used  to  be  granted,   that 
then  in  every  such  case  the  same 
party,  .before  any    prohibition 
shall  be  granted  to  him  or  them, 
shall  bring  and  deliver  to  the 
hands  of  some  of  the  justices  or 
Judges  of  the  same  Court  where 
such  party  demandeth  the  pro- 
hibition, the  very  true  copy  of 
the  libel  depending  in  the  eccle- 
siastical  Court,  concerning  the 
matter  wherefore  the  party  de- 
mandeth the  prohibition,   sub- 
scribed or  marked  with  the  hand 
of  the  same  party  j  and  under 
the  copy  of  the  said  libel  shall 
be  written  the  suggestion  where- 
fore the  party  so  demandeth  the 
said  prohibition  i  and  in  case  the 
said  suggestion,  by  two  honest 
and  sufficient  witnesses  at  the 
least,  be  not  proved  true  in  the 
Court  where  the  said  prohibition 
shall  be  so  granted,  within  six 
months  next  following  after  the 
said  prohibition  shall  be  so  grant- 
ed and  awarded,  that  then  the 

Y2 
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1833. 


the  trial  of  the  question  whether  lands  were  barren  or  not 
barren  within  the  before  mentioned  statute  belonged^  as 
the  deponent  was  advised  and  believed,  to  the  temporal 
courts  of  the  realm  and  not  to  any  spiritual  court,  (o) 
On  the  11th  of  December  1822  a  writ  of  prohibition 
issued  according  to  the  order^  {b)  and  on  the  26th  of 
March  following  a  further  affidavit  was,  in  compliance 
with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute,  filed  by  Magor  and 
two  other  persons  to  the  same  effect  as  the  affidavit  upon 
which  the  order  was  obtwied. 


A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  lessees  of  the 


party  thai  is  letted  or  hindered  of 
his  or  their  suit  in  the  ecclesias- 
tical court  by  such  prohibition, 
shall  upon  his  or  their  request 
and  suit,  without  delay,  have  a 
consultation  granted  in  the  same 
case  in  the  Court  where  the  said 
prohibition  was  granted)  and 
shall  also  recover  double  costs 
and  damages  against  the  party 
that  so  pursued  the  said  prohibi- 
tion, the  said  costs  and  damages 
to  be  assigned  or  assessed  by  the 
Court  where  the  said  consulta- 
tion shall  be  so  granted;  for 
which  costs  and  damages  the 
party  to  whom  they  shall  be 
awarded  may  have  an  action  of 
debt,  by  bill,  plaint  or  informa- 
tion, in  any  of  the  King*8  courts 
of  record,  wherein  the  defendant 
shall  not  wage  his  or  their  law, 
nor  have  any  essoign  or  protec- 
tion allowed  or  admitted. 

(a)  ^iMfi.  1  Keb.  859. 

(*)  The  mandatory  part  of  the 
writ  was  in  the  following  form  t 
'*  We  therefore,  willing  to  main- 


tain the  laws  and  rights  of  onr 
Crown  of  England,  as  by  the  ob- 
ligation of  our  oath  weare  bound, 
and  unwilling  that  our  liege  sub- 
jects should  be  injured  by  suv 
pension  in  contradiction  thereto, 
do  prohibit  yoa^md  each  of  you, 
firmly  enjoining  that  yon  do  not 
further  proceed  in  the  premises 
against  the  said  J^te  Mmgr^  nor 
any  farther  hold  plea  before  yon 
touching  the  premises,  nor  that 
you  or  any  of  you  attempt  any 
thing  that  may  tend  to  the  da- 
mage of  the  said  J^km  Mmgor^  or 
to  our  prejudice,  or  in  deroga- 
tion or  contempt  of  the  laws  sta- 
tutes and  customs  of  oor  king- 
dom of  England,  or  to  the  hart 
of  our  Crown,  under  the  da- 
mages of  incurring  the  penalty 
of  the  violations  of  onr  laws; 
and  if  you  have  pronoanced 
judgment  against  him  the  said 
J9hn  Mmgor  by  reason  of  the  pre- 
mises release  him  therefrona,  nad 
absolutely  absolve  him  from  the 
flame  on  the  peril  incnmbeat.'^ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  317 

tithes,  that  the  order  of  the  Fice  Chancellor  might  be  1823. 

discharged,    and  that  the  prohibition  issued  by  virtue 

thereof  might  be  superseded  for  irregularity,  or  that  a 

writ  of  consultation  might  issue  directed  to  the  proper 

officer  of  the  consistorial  court  of  Exeter,  and  that  the 

said  John  Magor  might  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  lessees 

all  costs  occasioned  thereby  and  by  such  supersedeas,  to 

be  taxed  according  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 

provided. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Pemberion  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

The  formalities  prescribed  by  the  statute  not  having 
been  pursued,  the  writ  of  prohibition  in  this  case  has 
issued  irregularly.  The  statute  requires  that  a  copy  of 
the  libel  in  the  ecclesiastical  Court  shall  be  delivered  to 
the  judge  from  whom  the  prohibition  is  demanded,  with 
the  suggestion  underwritten  why  the  party  demands  the 
prohibition.;  ^d  it  appears  from  Sir  Gilbert  Gerrard  and 
Sherrington's  case  (a)  always  to  have  been  considered  ne- 
cessary that  surmises  should  be  delivered  to  the  Court. 
There  are  many  cases  in  Coke's  entries  (&)  which  shew 
that  the  old  mode  of  proceeding,  where  a  person  sued  in 
the  ecclesiastical  Court  considered  himself  entitled  to  a 
prohibition,  was,  for  the  party  to  declare  in  prohibition  *, 
issue  was  joined ;  the  facts  were  found  by  a  jury ;  and  the 

judgment  of  the  Court  was  pronounced  upon  the  finding 

• 

of  the  jury ;  but  the  modem  practice  of  the  courts  of  law 
is  to  grant  prohibitions  upon  motion.  The  courts  of  law 
however,  whether  the  application  is  made  upon  motion 
or  by  declaration  in  prohibition,  take  care  that  an  oppor- 
tunity shall  be  afforded  to  the  adverse  party  of  disproving 
the  facts  upon  which  the  prohibition  is  applied  for.  It  is 
not  disputed  that  this  Court  nmy  issue  the  writ  upon  mo- 

(«)  1  Leon.  S86.  (ft)  Prohibitioo.  448. 
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1823.  tion ;  (a)  but  in  Sibley  y.  Crawley  {b)  it  waa  8aid  that  a 
In  re       prohibition  was  not  duly  granted  upon  an  English  bill^ 

Maoob;  and  from  that  case  it  may  furly  be  inferred  that  a  prohi- 
bition ought  not  to  issue  from  this  Court  till  after  trial  of 
the  fiEicts.  Some  opportunity  should  be  ^ven  of  trying 
the  question  whether  the  prohibition  ought  to  issue,  (c) 
In  BlaekboTough  v.  Davis  (d)  it  is  said  that  the  prohibi- 
tion should  be  returnable  into  the  King's  Bench  or  Com- 
mon Pleas.  The  conduct  of  the  party  has  precluded  him 
from  any  right  which  he  might  have  *had ;  having  per- 
mitted the  question  to  be  tried  in  the  ecclesiastical  Court, 
he  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  come  to  this  Court  and  com- 
plain of  that  trial.    French  v.  TVask.  (e) 

Mr.  Knight  against  the  motion  contended^  that  the 
question  between  the  parties  was  of  such  a  nature  that 
the  common  law  would  not  permit  the  trial  of  it  to  be  en- 
trusted to  the  ecclesiastical  Court,  and  relied  upcm  the 
a£Gldavits  as  a  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  sta- 
tute; he  cited  4  Institute  81,  as  an  authority  that  the 
writ  ought  not  t6  be  returnable. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

Do  the  courts  of  common  law,  when  they  grant  a  pro- 
hibition, require  that  the  affidavit  should  state  a  copy  of 
the  libel  ?  The  reason  I  ask  is,  that  in  case  the  truth  of 
the  suggestion  is  not  proved  within  a  given  time  after  the 
prohibition  is  granted  the  Court  which  granted  the  prohi- 
bition is  to  grant  a  consultation;  and  then  the  statute 
gives  an  action.  Now  if  the  action  is  brought  how  can  it 
be  maintained  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  prohibition  was 

(a)  Jnan,  1  F.  Wins.  475.  granted  1>7  tlie  Master  of '  the 

(b)  Cro.  Eliz.  736.  Rolls. 

(c)  In  Saunderton  v.  Oagget^  (d)  1  P.  Wms.  43. 
1  P.  Wms.  657,  a  prohibition  (e)  10  East.  348. 
fiiifi  ceuim  stems  to  havt  been 
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granted  without  the  affidavit  which  the  statute  requires.  182S. 

I  will  communicate  with  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  upon  the  subject. 

The  liORD  CHANCBLIiOR.  Jmgwi  4. 

The  chief  justice  of  the  King'&  Bench  has  stated  to  me 
that  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  is  in  exact 
conformity  with  the  statute  2  &  3  Edw.  6. ;  upon  a  mo- 
tion for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  prohibition  should  not 
issue,  a  copy  of  the  libel  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  veri«> 
fied  by  affidavit  and  a  suggestion  on  parchment  setting 
forth  the  libel  and  the  ground  of  the  prohibition  prayed 
are  delivered  into  Courts  and  if  a  prohibition  is  granted 
affidavits  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  suggested  are  filed  within 
six  months.  The  consequence  is,*  that  unless  it  can  be 
shewn  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  as  well  as  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  this 
prohibition  has  improperly  issued.  I  can  find  nothing  in 
the  statute  to  distinguish  this  Court  from  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  and  the  prohibition  therefore  must  be  su- 
perseded. 

His  Lordehip  doth  order  that  the  sud  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion be  superseded. 

Reg.  Ub.  1822.  B.  3. 1600. 


JARVIS  V.  CHANDLER.  Juguiti,*. 

A  suit  having  been  instituted  in  the  Admiralty  Court  Iig'anctloa 
by  Elizabeth  Stephens  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  g«ntcd  to  sUj 

proceedings 
upon  a  sentence  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  n6w  evidence  having  been  discovered  it  ( 
period  wheoj  according  to  the  practice  of  that  Courti  it  conld-not  be  recel^* 
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ISM.  of  64/.  14g.  allq^d  to  be  due  to  her  for  wages  as  Cook 
and  Steward  of  a  small  trading  veasel,  the  owners  of  \b» 
vessel  defended  the  suit,  on  the  ground  that  Eiizabetk 
Stephens  was  in  fact  the  wife  of  Christopher  Chandler  the 
captain  of  the  vessel,  and  was  not  therefore  entitled  taany 
wages.  Until  a  late  stage  of  the  cause  in  the  Admiralty 
Court,  when  according  to  the  rules  of  that  Court  no 
new  evidence  could  be  received,  the  owners  were  unable 
to  procure  satisfactory  proof  of  the  marriage  of  Christopher 
Chandler  and  Elizabeth  Stephens,  but  it  was  then  dis- 
covered that  those  persons  had  repeatedly  adnutted  that 
they  were  married,  and  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  were  taken  witb  the  privity,  and  for  the  be- 
nefit of  Chandler. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Elizabeth  Stephens  having 
obtained  sentence  in  her  favour  in  the  Admiralty  Court, 
the  owners  filed  a  bill  in  this  Court  against  her  and  her 
husband  for  an  injunctfon  to  restrain  them  from  proceed- 
ing to  enforce  the  sentence. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Koe  now  moved  for  the  injunction, 
and  that  service  of  it  on  the  defendant's  Proctor  might  be 

m 

deemed  good  service,  upon  certificate  of  bUl  filed,  and  an 
affidavit  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants could  not  be  found. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor  expressed  a  doubt  whether  he 
ought  to  grant  the  injunction,  as  there  was  no  direct  evi- 
dence of  the  marrii^ ;  observing,  that  nothing  was  more 
easy  than  to  obtain  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  persons 
in  such  a  situation  of  life  that  they  were  married,  though 
in  fact  they  were  not.  His  Lordship  desired  the  motion 
to  be  mentioned  again. 

Augutt  4.  Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Koe  now  contended,  that  this  case  re- 

sembled those  in  which  the  Court  had  interfered  by  injunc- 
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tion  to  restrain  proceedings  on  a  judgment  at  la^^  where 
circumstances  had  been  afterwards  discorered^  which  ren- 
dered it  inequitable  that  the  plaintiff  should  reap  the  fruits 
of  that  judgment* 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

Upon  payment  into  Court  of  the  sum  recovered  and  of 
the  costs  in  the  Admiralty  Court  you  may  take  the  in- 
junction till  answer  or  further  order.  My  judgment  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  notion  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  are  perfectly  right.  The  question  is  whe- 
ther this  is  not  the  same  special  case  as  if  there  had  been 
a  trial  at  law  and  a  verdict  obtained  to  be  affected  in 
equity  by  subsequent  discovery. 

His  Lordship  doth  order^  that  the  said  plainti&  do^  on 
or  before  the  first  seal  before  next  Michaelmas  term^  pay 
the  sum  of  64/.  14g.  and  the  defendant's  taxed  costs  in  the 
Admiralty  Justice  Court  into  the  Bank  to  the  credit  of 
this  cause^  subject  to  the  further  order  of  this  Court ;  and 
it  is  ordered^  that  the  said  defendants  Christopher  Chandler 
and  Elizabeth  his  wife^  otherwise  Elizabeth  Stephens,  and 
thdr  proctors  or  agents^  be  restrained  by  the  injunction  of 
this  Court  from  applying  to  the  Admiralty  Justice  Court 
for  or  issidng  any  process  to  compel  execution  of  the  sen- 
tence obtained  by  the  said  defendant  Elizabeth  Stephens, 
otherwise  Chandler,  in  the  said  Court,  until  the  said  de- 
fendants shall  fiilly  answer  the  plainti£&  bill  or  this  Court 
make  other  order  to  the  contrary ;  and  it  is  ordered  that 
service  of  the  said  injunction  on  Frederick  Clarkson,  the 
said  defendant's  proctor  or  agent,  be  deemed  good  service 
on  the  said  defendants. 
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1823.'  wa8  BUtde  that  the  time  for  paying  in  the  money  might  be 
extended^  upon  an  aflUavit,  that  although  diligent  search 
had  been  made  for  the  defendants^  in  order  to  serve  them 
with  a  subpoena,  they  had  not  been  found }  and  the  Court 
extended  the  time  for  one  month. 

Several  subsequent  applications  were  made  of  the  same 
nature  upon  similar  affidavits,  and  ultimately  the  Court 
ordered,  that  the  time  for  paying  in  the  money  should  be 
extended  until  one  month  after  the  defendants  should 
have  put  in  their  answers  to  the  bill. 


Jugmi  5,  T.  STREET  V.  STREET. 

The  writ  of  AV  fTIHE  bill  in  this  cause  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  a 
exeai  regwdon  X.  married  woman^  had  instituted  a  suit  in  the  Eccle- 
afte  ad  '  ^^^^  Court  of  Exetery  against  the  defendant,  her  bus- 
creeintheEccIe-  band,  for  a  divorce,  and  had  obtained  a  decree  for  alimony 
siasticsl  Court  with  costs.  The  bill  then  stated  that  arrears  of  alimony 
peDdiDg  an  ap-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  j^^  ^  ^^  plaintiff,  and  prayed  the  writ 
peal  from  that     ,  ,^  ^  ^  .         ,      ,  i.     , 

decree.  ^  "^  exeat  Regno  against  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  stated,  that  he  had  ap- 
pealed against  the  sentence  of  the  Court  at  Exeter^  as  to 
tbe.alimony  allotted  to  the  plaintiff,  to  the  Court  of  Arches, 
and  that  such  appeal  was  pending  before  the  bill  was  filed, 
and  that  tiie  plaintiff  having,  before  filing  her  bill,  applied 
to  the  Court  of  Arches  in  the  matter  of  the  said  appeal  for 
alimony  pending  such  appeal,  that  Court  had  allotted  to 
her,  pendente  lite,  the  same  alimony  which  before  sentence 
in  the  Court  at  Exeter  had  been  allotted  there,  pendente 
lite,  namely,  19s.  a-week  The  defendant  further  stated, 
that  he  was  advised,  that  by  the  Ecclesiastical  law,  and 
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according  to  Ihe  practice  of  the  Ecelesiasticid  Caort,  the         1829. 
pbaaUSS  had  not  under  the  circumstances  become  entitled 
to  receive  £rom  him  any  alimony  whatever^  save  the  said 
sum  of  19s.  a^week. 

The  writ^  which  had  heca  granted  upon  l3ie  filing  of 
the  bill^  iiras  discharged  by  the  Vice  Chancellor  upon  the 
coming  in  of  the  answer. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Hose  now  moved  to  stay  the  order 
for  dischazging  the  writ,  and  contended  that  the  decree 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  must  be  considered  to  be  good 
till  it  was  judicially  reversed ;  and  to  shew  the  compe- 
tency of  the  Court  to  grant  the  writ  after  a  decree  for 
alimony,  they  cited  Shaftoe  v.  Sha/ioe  {a)y  Dawson  v. 
Dawson  (A),  and  Haffey  v.  Haffey  (c). 

Mr.  Knight  opposed  the  motion. 

The  Lord  Chancex^lor. 

Hie  Ecclesiastical  Court,  looking  at  the  obligation  upon 
the  part  of  the  husband  to  maintain  his  wife  so  long  as 
she  is  his  wife,  gives  alimony  pendente  lite  until  a  decree 
is  made )  but,  if  I  recollect  the  authorities,  this  Court  will 
not  grant  the  writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno  for  interim  alimony  The  writ  of  Ne 
\  before  a  decree.    It  strikes  me^  that  according  to  the  ^*^t  regno   is 
practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  if  there  is  an  appeal,  f^^J^^^JJ^^ 
the  alimony  given  by  the  decree  is  not  understood  to  be  before  a  decree, 
due.    The  questicHi  therefore  comes  to  this,  whether,  if 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  when  there  is  an  appeal,  considers 
the  matter  as  imdetermined,  and  revives  the  alimony  pen* 
dente  lite,  things  are  not  exactly  in  the  same  state  after 
the  decree  as  before  it. 

(«)  7  Vcs.  171.  {»)  7  Vcs-  17S.  («)  U  Vei.  «•!. 
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The  Lord  Chancellor. 

From  the  informatioa  which  I  have  received  as  to  what 
the  Court  which  makes  the  decree  for  alimony  considers 
to  be  the  effect  of  its  own  judgment^  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  writ  ought  not  to  be  granted. 


Augtui  16. 

A  solicitor  can- 
not obtain  the 
taxation  of  his 
agent's  bill  with- 
out bringing  the 
amount  into 
Conrt. 


OSTLE  V.  CHRISTIAN  (o). 

A  Solicitor  in  the  country  having  obtained  the  common 
•i-jL  order  in  this  cause^  by  petition  of  course  at  the  Rollsr^ 
for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  134/.  delivered  by  his  agent  in 
London^  and  for  the  delivery  of  all  papers  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  agent  on  payment  of  the  taxed  amount  of  the 
bill^  a  motion  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  agent  to  dis- 
charge that  order.  The  motion  was  supported  by  an  affi- 
davit^ from  which  it  appeared^  that  a  sum  of  SJL  was  due 
from  the  BoHcitor  in  the  country  to  the  agent  in  London 
on  a  bill  previously  delivered. 


The  Attorney-General  and  Mr.  GTyn  in  support  of  the 
motion  contended;  first,  that  the  order  was  irregular,  on  the 
ground  that  an  agent's  bill  not  being  within  the  statute,  an 
order  to  tax  it  could  only  be  obtained  on  the  terms  of  the 
amount  being  brought  into  Court ;  and  secondly,  that  the 
solicitor  had  not  acted  with  good  faith  in  obtaining  an 
order  for  the  delivery  of  the  papers  on  payment  of  the  last 
bill  only,  suppressing  the  fact  of  the  previous  bUl  remain- 
ing unpaid. 

(a)  Ex  relalionc  Mr.  Gl jn. 
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Mr.  Hart  against  the  motion. . 

The  Lord  Chancbllor  concurred  in  the  opinion  that 
a  solicitor  could  not  obtain  the  taxation  of  his  agent's  bill 
without  bringing  the  amount  into  Court,  and  ultimately 
discharged  the  order  mth  costs,  observing,  thfkt  in  the 
petition  at  the  Rolls  no  mention  had  been  made  of  the 
bill  for  87'.,  and  that  the  agent  ought  not.  to  have  been 
called  upon  to  deliver  up  the  papers  until  that  bill  was 
paid. 
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Ex  parte  THOMAS  PEARSE  and  Others,  in  the  matter     ^'^«^'  ^* 
of  JOHN  WARREN  PEARSE  a  Lunatic. 

JOHN  QOOBWIN  granted  an  annuity  to  Thxmas  Th«  coits  of  the 
Fearse,    and  demised  an  estote  to  John   fTarren  Commiitoj  of  a 
'  fanatic  trustee, 

Pearse  for  the  term  of  500  years  upon  trusts  for  securing  co^Tcving  under 

tbe  annuity,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  for  Goodwin,  the  statute,  most 
The  annuity-deed  contained  a  clause  empowering  the  re-  ^  P*'**  ^^  ^^ 
purchase  of  the  annuity;    and  it  was  provided  by  the      The  estate  bc^ 
deed,  that  in  the  event  of  a  repurchase,  the  grantee  of  the  ing  vested  in  the 
annuity  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  should,  ^^^^^^  ^?oa 

at  the  request  costs  and  charges  of  the  grantor  his  heirs,     "^  ®'  *" 
^  .  •  curing  an  an- 

executors  administrators  or  assigns,  convey  or  cause  to  nnity,  and  sub- 
be  conveyed  to  him  or  them,  the  premises  comprised  in  Ject  thereto 

the  term.  upon  trust  for 

the  gprantor  of 
the  annuity,  the 
John  Goodwin  having  become  bankrupt,  his  assignees  grantee  and  the 

were  desirous  of  repurchasing  the  annuity,   and  by  an  ■»"g»»c«  of  the 

order  made  in  the  lunacy,  upon  a  petition  presented  by  f^"  IJ'  ^     *  ^ 

the  assignees  jointly  with  Thomas  Pearse  the  grantee  of  dered  to  defray 

equally  the 
Committee's  cosis  of  an  application  by  them  for  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate. 
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ms.         tbe  aimuitjr,   it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire 
Ejfparie       whether  John  fTarren  Pearse  wa«  a  trustee  within  the 
FaABia/       intent  and  meaning  of  the  atatate  4  Geo.  2.  c.  10.^  and  for 
whom* 

The  Master  having  reported  that  the  lunatic  wbb  a 
trustee  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  for 
TTkomas  Pearse,  the  grantee  of  the  annuity,  a  further  pe- 
tition was  presented  by  the  said  Thomas  Pearse,  and  by 
the  assignees  of  Ooodwin,  pra3ring  that  the  report  might 
be  confirmed,  and  that  the  premises  comprized  in  the  term 
might  be  conveyed  to  the  assignees. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  this  petition,  a  question  arose  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  Committee,  and  the  ZfOrd  Chancellor  or- 
dered the  costs  to  be  paid  according  to  the  settled  rule. 

The  minutes  of  the  order  directed  the  Committee's  costs 
of  all  the  proceedings,  except  the  conveyance,  to  be  paid 
by  the  grantee  of  the  annuity,  and  the  costs  of  the  con- 
veyance to  be  paid  by  the  assignees  of  the  grantor,  and 
the  question  of  costs  having  been  again  menticmed,  the 
foUowing  statement  with  respect  to  the  practice  was  fur- 
nished to  the  Lord  Chancellor  by  the  secretary  of  lu- 
natics. 

« 

Lunatic  IVustees  and  Mortgagees. 

These  cases  an  provided  for  by  the  4A  Geo.  2.  c  10, 
but  it  is  silent  as  to  costs,  and  until  the  time  of  Lord  Moss- 
fyn  costs  were  neither  prayed  nor  directed  by  the  orders 
made  for  confirming  the  report  and  conveying  the  estate 
in  trust  or  mortgage ;  the  rule  being,  for  the  cestui  que 
trust  in  the  one  case  to  pay  the  costs  on  the  Committee 
conveying  the  trust-estate,  and  for  the  Committee  in  the 
other  to  acquire  the  authority  for  executing  a  reconvey- 
ance on  payment  of  the  money  due  on  the  mortgage  and 
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the  oidinary  costs  M/endSiag  the  reconveyance.    It  is  only         l9iS. 
in  modern  practice  llnl  any  question  has  been  raised  as      ^      ^ 
to  the  costs  ia  Aese  cases,  and  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic       Pbakik. 
tmstee  wUch  occurred  in  the  lunacy  of  JkifiuU  on  the 
4lh  j/pril  1806,  Lord  Harcourt  sought  a  convej^ce  of 
the  trust  estate  by  the  Committee,  after  the  Master  had 
reported  the  case  to  be  within  the  statute,  and  an  order  was 
made  to  that  effect  by  Lord  Eldan,  in  which  the  costs  of 
the  Committee  were  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  petitioner 
the  cestui  que  trust 

It  has  lately  been  attempted  to  throw  the  costs  of  a 
lunatic  trustee  on  his  own  estate,  on  the  authority  of  a 
case.  Ex  parte  Brydges,  reported  by  Mr.  Cooper^  where 
the  costs  of  the  Committee  were  directed  to  be  taxed  and 
paid  out  of  the  lunatic's  estate ;  but  upc^  referring  to  the 
minutes  of  that  order,  it  appears  that  no  question  what- 
ever as  to  (fosts  was  made  at  the  hearing,  and  that  a  di-  . 
rection  to  that  eflbct  was  added  for  the  indemnity  of  the 
Committee,  who  had  omitted  to  obtain  his  costs  from  the 
cestui  que  trusL  In  the  case  of  Pearse  a  lunatic,  who  has 
been  fomd  to  be  a  trustee  within  the  statute,  a  question 
baa  been  ndsed  by  the  cestui  que  trust  as  to  the  costs  in 
consequence  of  Mr.  Cooper* s  report  of  the  above  case  of 
Ex  parte  Brydges,  but  it  is  perfectly  clear  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  old  rule,  as  well  as  the  modem  practice, 
except  Mr.  Cooper's  case,  the  costs  of  the  Committee 
ought  to  be  paid  by  the  cestui  que  trust  as  directed  in  the 
order,  and  not  out  of  the  lunatic's  estate. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor  finally  ordered  that  the  Com- 
mittee's costs  of  the  ori^al  petition,  and  of  the  reference 
to  the  Master  and  consequent  thereon,  and  of  the  appli- 
cation and  incident  thereto  should  be  paid  by  the  grantee 
of  the  annuity  and  the  assignees  of  the  grantor  in  equal 
moieties ;  and  declared  the  general  rule  to  be,  tiiat  the 
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1823.         costs  of  the  Committee  of  a  lunatic  trustee  conveying 
Attornby      under  the  statute^  must  be  paid  by  the  cestui  que  trust. 

General 

Dots.  A^^ •  Hart  for  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Swanston  for  the  Committee. 


Rolls.  ATTORNEY  GENERAL  v.  DOVE. 

Nov*  5. 
Where,  in  acba^  TN  this  suit  a  petition  was  presented  by  the  defendant^ 
rity-informa-       JL    praying  the  confirmation  of  the  Master's  Report, 
1  to'    ^  ^1       '^rious  consequential  directions^  and  the  payment  of  the 
ed  their  costs  of  ^^^^  ^^  wmt  of  the  proceedings, 
proceedings 

irhich  the  Atior-      ^^  Pollen,  for  the  petition, 
ney  General  has 
attended  sepa- 
rately bj  his  own      Mr.  BoupeUy  for  the  Attorney  General^  asked^  that  in 
solicitor,  with-     |j|g  order  provision  might  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
tte  "urt  fori  -'««^  OeneraTs  corts  separately  from  those  of  the  «- 
doing,  the  Attor-  l&tors.    This  was  proper  and  necessary ;  because^  in  the 
ney-General  will  prosecution  of  the  inquiries  which  had  been  directed,  the 

not  be  allowed     g^me  solicitor  having  appeared  both  for  the  relators  and 

uis  separate 

^^^^  for  the  defendant,  a  suspicion  of  collusion  had  been  ex- 

cited in  the  Master's  mind,  and,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
Master,  the  Attorney  Oeneral  had  attended  by  his  own 
solicitor  to  watch  the  progress  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  fFing field  md  Mr.  Pepys  for  the  relators. 

The  Attorney  General  and  the  relators  cannot  both  of 
them  have  their  costs ;  for  a  charity-information  is  not 
to  be  burthened,  at  the  mere  pleasure  of  the  Attorney  Ge- 
neral, or  even  of  a  Master,  with  two  sets  of  plaintiflb.  On 
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whicli  of  the  two,  then,  must  the  loss  fall  ?  Not  surely  on 
the  relators,  against  whom  there  is  not  even  an  accusa* 
tion  of  having  neglected  their  duty  in  the  management  of 
the  suit.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Attorney  General  has 
incurred  any  costs  apart  from  those  of  the  relators,  he  has 
incurred  them  improperly ;  for,  when  he  permits  relators 
to  use  his  name,  he  has  no  right  to  appear  by  a  solicitor 
distinct  from  theirs.  In  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General 
V.  The  Corporation  of  Huntingdon  (a),  a  similar  applica- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  Attorney  General  was  refused  by 
the  Fice  Chancellor, 


1823. 

Attorney 
Genbkal 

V, 

Dote. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Where  the  Attorney  General  institutes  an  information 
at  the  instance  of  relators,  it  is  not  the  ordinary  practice 
of  the  Court  to  allow  him  separate  costs :  And  I  am  most 
unwilling  to  establish  a  precedent,  which  may  tend 
to  increase  the  expences  of  such  suits.  The  conduct  of 
the  cause  is  with  the  relators;  and  they  have  usually,  in  all 

> 

the  proceedings,  all  the  costs  known  to  the  Court.  There 
is  no  authority  in  support  of  the  demand  which  the  At- 
tomey  General  now  makes :  and  the  case  of  The  Corpora- 
tion of  Huntingdon  is  a  strong  authority  against  him. 
Such  is  the  general  rule ;  and  to  exclude  its  application, 
a  special  case  must  be  made. 


(c)  This  case,  (ticcordingto  the 
sUtemenI  made  at  the  bar)  came 
before  the  Court  ia  1 881 .  It  was 
an  informatioD,  id  which  the 
Attorney  General^  haying  at- 
tended some  of  the  proceedings 
bj  his  own  solicitor,  claimed 
costs  separately  from  the  re- 
lators. The  Fice  Chancellor  ex- 
pressed himself  astonished  at  the 
application.  The  relators,  his 
Honor  said,  were  entitled  to  their 

Vol.  I. 


costSy  for  they  had  conducted  the 
suit  properly ;  but  he  did  not  see 
how  he  could  burthen  the  charity 
fund  with  an  additional  set  of 
costs.  Finally,  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor offered  theJttomfy  Gene 
ral  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  it 
was  customary  to  allow  separate 
costs  to  relators  and  to  the  ^f- 
tomey  General.  This  offer,  how- 
ever, the  Attorney  General  did 
not  think  proper  to  accept 
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UM. 


ArroEWBY 

GmfBRAIi 
DOVB. 


The  only  circumstaiice,  which  is  stated  as  a  reason  why 
in  this  suit  the  Attorney  Qeneral  shoohi  have  costs  allowed 
him  separately,  is,  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  a  suspicum 
entertained  in  the  Master's  o£&ce,  of  collusion  between 
the  relators  and  the  defendant,  and  in  compliance  with  a 
suggestion  coming  from  the  Master,  that  the  jUttamey 
Qeneral  attended  the  proceedings  by  a  distinct  solicitor. 
But  the  Master  had  no  power  to  alter  the  course  of  prac- 
tice or  to  increase  the  expences  of  the  suit.  If  there  was 
ground  for  suspecting  collusion,  application  ought  to  have 
been  made  to  the  Court,  when  the  matter  would  Lave 
been  put  into  a  course  of  inquiry.  The  Attorney  GenercU,  in 
appearing  by  his  own  solicitor,  acted  without  the  privity 
and  sanction  of  the  Court ;  and  the  Court  cannot  now  take 
any  notice  of  the  occurrences  in  the  Master's  office  which 
induced  him  to  do  what  he  has  done.  The  case,  therefore, 
must  be  considered  as  standing  on  the  general  rule. 


Mr.  Roupell  submitted,  that,  as  the  Attorney  General 
had  been  served  with  the  petition  separately  from  the  re- 
lators, he  ought  to  be  allowed  at  least  the  costs  of  the 
petition. 

The  Court,  however,  refused  him  even  this  portion  of 
the  costs. 


Rolls. 
Jfov.  5. 


WEST  V.  AYLES, 


T>Y  a  decree  made  on  the  17th  of  June  1623,  Maitheen 


A  trustee,  who  is 

in  a  state  of  mind  -MJ    hnA  AyUs,  the  surviving  executors  of  a  testattH* 

which  renders      ^^  ordered  to  transfer  1068/.  19^.  9d.  into  the  name  of 

him  incompe-        .        .  ^ 

tent  to  the  ma-  ^"^  Accountant  General. 

na^ment  of  business,  may  refuse  to  transfer  within  the  meaning  of  the  36  Geo.  S. 
c.  90.  i.  1. 
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^fyles  had  fallen  into  a  state  of  mind^  which  ren- 
ilered  him  incompetent  to  the  management  of  business ; 
but  no  commission  of  lunacy  had  been  issued  against 

hha. 


IB^S. 


A  petition  was  now  presented  under  the  36  Geo.  3. 
c.  90.  s,  1.  (a)  It  alleged^  that  ^yles  had  peremptorily  re- 
fused to  join  in  transferring  the  stock,  or  to  sign  any 
po^er  of  attorney  or  other  instrument  to  authorize  the 
transfer  of  it.  The  prayer  was^  that  the  transfer  might  be 
made  by  the  other  executor  Matthetos  alone. 

The  petition  was  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  John 
JEyre  Cdoie,  who  swore,  that,  being  admitted  to  the  de- 
fendant jfyles,  he  informed  him  that  he  was  come  fot  the 
purpose  of  getting  him  to  execute  a  Power  of  Attorney 
for  the  transfer  of  stock  belonging  to  the  plaintiff: — ^that 
Ayks  at  first  replied  that  he  could  not  write ;  but,  on 
being  solicited  more  urgently,  said,  '^  I  won't  do  any 
thing,''  or  to  that  effect : — ^that  he  repeated  this  declara- 
tion several  times: — and  that  he  likewise  said  peremptorily, 
^^  I  won't  sign  any  thing,"  or  to  that  eflfect. 

The  doubt  was,  whether,  regard  being  had  to  Ayles'B 
state  of  mind,  such  answers  amounted  to  a  refusal  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act. 


(a)  This  act  has  been  since  re- 
pealed b J  tbe  6  Geo.  4.  c.  74: 
the  7th  section  of  which  pro- 
vides for  the  case  of  a  trustee 
refhsiDg  to  transfer,  or  to  receive 
and  pay  over  the  dividends. 

IM  consequence  of  the  power 
given  by  the  4th  and  6fh  sec- 
tions of  thai  act  to  the  Lord 
CkmnceUdr,  LordKeepcTf  or  Com- 


miiticnen  of  the  Great  Seai^  to 
appoint  a  person  to  convey  or 
transfer  property  standing  in  the 
name  of  a  trustee  who  is  of  nn- 
sonnd  mind,  though  not  found 
by  inquisition  to  be  so;  the 
difficulty,  with  which  the  Court 
had  to  struggle  in  fFe$i  v.  Ayle9^ 
and  Simmtv.Najflor^  can  scarcely 
occur  hereafter. 


Z2 
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Mr,  Moorey  for  the  petition,  cited  Simms  v.  Naylar^  {a) 
as  an  express  authority  for  the  application. 

Upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  the  Master  of  the  Rolk 
made  the  order  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

(a)  4  Yesey  Jua.  S60. 


BOEHM  V.  WOOD. 


fT^HIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  specific  performance 


been  appointed 
and  was  io  pos- 
session of  the 
estate,  and  the 
Master's  report 
in  favour  of  the 
title,  except  as 


Nov,  8.  10. 
In  a  suit  against 
a  purchaser  for 
specific  per-         -^   ^^  ^^  agreement  entered  into  by  the  defendant  to 

formance,  where  purchase  an  estate,  consisting  of  a  mansion-house  and 
a  receiver  had     ^^^  ^^^  ^^  adjoining  farm  and  the  tithes  of  the  park 

and  farm  lands,  for  36,000/.    The  agreement,  which  was 

dated  the  26th  of  July  1819,  stated  that  the  park-lands 

were  exonerated  from  the  land-tax,  and  it  contained  a 

proviso^  that  if  the  plaintifib  should  not  be  able  to  make 

out  a  satisfactory  title  to  the  tithes  of  the  premises  or  any 

to  a  very  small  part  thereof,  the  defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  reject 
part  of  the  estate 

for  which  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  an  abatement,  had  been  confirmed,  and  followed 
by  ^n  order,  by  which,  after  referring  it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  what  abatement  the 
purchaser  was  entitled  to,  and  to  compute  interest  upon  the  remainder  of  the  par- 
chase-money,  and  to  settle  the  conveyances,  it  was  ordered,  that  upon  the  execution 
of  the  conveyances  and  delivery  thereof  and  of  the  title-deeds  to  the  purchaser,  he 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  remainder  of  the  parchase-money,  after  deducting  the 
abatement,  with  the  interest  to  be  computed  by  the  Master,  and  that  the  Receiver 
should  thereupon  deliver  up  to  him  possession  of  the  estate,  the  Court  refused  to  dis- 
charge a  writ  of  Jfe  exeat  regno  issued  against  the  purchaser,  and  marked  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  purchase-money,  though  the  abatement,  (which  it  clearly  ap- 
peared would  be  less  than  the  interest)  had  not  been  ascertained  by  the  Master,  and 
no  steps  had  been  taken  towards  the  execution  of  the  conveyances. 

The  sheriff  having  taken  the  defendant  under  the  writ  refused  to  rdease  him  out  of 
custody  until  the  whole  sum  for  which  the  writ  was  marked  was  paid  into  his  hands, 
and  the  Court  did  not  disapprove  of  his  conduct. 
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the  tithes  to  which  the  title  was  defective,  and  in  that  1 823. 

event  should  be  entitled  to  and  shoidd  accept  an  abate- 
ment out  of  the  purchase-money.  The  29th  of  Septem- 
ber 1819  was  the  period  fixed  by  the  agreement  for  the 
completion  of  the  purchase. 

On  the  30th  of  May  1820  the  plaintiiFs  obtained  the 
usual  order  for  a  reference  to  the' Master  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  title  {a),  and  on  the  25th  of  November  follow- 
^g3  pending  the  enquiry  as  to  the  title,  a  Receiver  was 
appointed  (6).  The  Master  by  his  report,  dated  the  19th 
of  ^ufy  1822,  certified  that  the  pUuntiffs  could  make  a 
good  title  to  the  whole  estate,  except  as  to  the  tithes  of 
about  twelve  acres  part  of  the  farm  lands,  but  an  excep- 
tion was  taken  to  the  report  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
The  exception  was  argued  at  the  Rolls  on  the  IGth  and 
17th  of  July  1823,  and  one  of  the  objections  then  made 
to  the  title  was,  that  the  park-lands  were  not  exonerated 
from  the  land-tax  as  stated  in  the  agreement.  This  ob- 
jection applied  only  to  fifty-seven  acres,  part  of  the  park- 
lands,  which  had  been  allotted  under  an  inclosure  act  in 
respect  of  rights  of  common  appurtenant  to  other  lands  of 
which  the  land-tax  had  been  previously  redeemed,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  laid  before  the  Master  that  no 
charge  had  ever  been  made  on  account  of  land-tax  for  the 
fifty-seven  acres  in  question. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Simpkinson  were  heard  upon  the 
objection  for  the  defendant,  and 

Mr.  Sugden  Mr.  Preston  and  Mr.  Garratt    for  the 
plaintifl^. 

In  answer  to  the  objection  it  was  argued  that  the  re* 
(a)  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  419.  (b)  2  Ibid.  336. 
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182S.         demption  of  the  land-tax  upon  the  original  estate  cleared 
the  allotment^  and 


ment 


The  Mastkr  of  thb  Rolls  (a)  declired  himself  of 
allotted  under  ^^^^  opinion,  and  overruled  the  objection,  obfieTviog  that 
an  indosure  act  when  a  party  redeemed  the  land*taxhe  redeemed  it  for  the 
in  respect  of       i^id  and  the  right  of  common,  and  that  if  when  the  right 

ng  ts  o  com-     ^^  common  was  set  out  the  land-tax  attached  upon  the 

mon  appurte* 

nant  to  other       allotment  the  party  would  be  paying  double.    The  de« 

lands  of  which    fendant  having  failed  in  substantiating  any  of  his  objec- 

the  land-Uz  has  ^^^g  ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  exception  was  ultimately  overruled, 

the  land-tax  '  ^^^  ^^  report  having  been  confirmed,  a  motion  was  made 
does  not  attach  before  The  Vice  Chancellor ^  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffii, 
upon  the  allot-  that  the  defendant  might  be  ordered  to  pay  his  purchase- 
money  into  court,  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Master 
to  enquire  what  abatement  ought  to  be  made  in  respect  of 
the  tithes  mentioned  in  the  report,  and  that  the  Master 
might  be  directed  to  compute  interest  on  the  purchase* 
money  after  deducting  the  abatement  from  the  29th  of 
September  1819. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  this  motbn,  on  the  25th  ci  Jubf 
1823,  an  order  was  made  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  enquire  what  abatement  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
the  defendant  out  of  the  purchase-money  in  respect  of 
the  tithes  mentioned  in  the  report,  and  that  the  Master 
should  deduct  from  the  purchase-money  the  abatement 
which  he  should  find  ought  to  be  allowed  in  respect  of  the 
said  tithes,  and  should  compute  interest  on  the  remainder 
of  the  purchase-money  (after  deducting  the  abatement) 
from  the  29tb '  of  September  1822,  down  to  the  time  when 
the  conveyances  of  the  estate  should  be  executed  to  the 
defendant ;  that  the  receiver  should  pass  his  accounts,  and 
should  pay  to  or  receive  ^m  the  plainti£b  what  should 

(a)  Sir  Thomai  Ptumer, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  335 

be  found  due  in  respect  of  his  receivership  down  to  the  18S^. 

29th  oi  September  1822^  and  should  pay  to  or  receive 
from  the  defendant  what  should  be  found  due  in  respect  of 
his  receivership  from  the  29th  of  September  1822  to  the 
time  when  he  should  deliver  up  possession  of  the  estate 
as  thereinafter  directed;  that  all  proper  parties  should 
join  in  and  execute  proper  conveyances  of  the  estate  to 
the  defendant,  or  as  he  should  direct,  and  that  the  con- 
veyances should  be  settled  by  the  Master  in  case  the  par- 
ties should  differ  about  the  same  3  that  upon  the  execution 
of  the  conveyances  and  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant, 
together  with  such  title-deeds  documents  and  papers  of 
or  relating  to  the  estate  as  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
require,  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  re- 
mainder of  the  purchase-money,  after  such  deduction  as 
aforesaid,  with  such  interest  thereon  as  should  be  com- 
puted by  the  Master,  and  that  upon  such  payment  being 
made  the  Receiver  should  deliver  up  possession  of  the 
estate  to  the  defendant. 

In  pursuance  of  ihid  order  the  Receiver's  accounts  were 
left  in  the  Master's  office,  and  an  estimate  was  made  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffii  by  which  it  appeared  that  the 
tithes  to  which  a  good  title  had  not  been  made  were  of  the 
value  of  291.  only.  On  the  18th  of  September  1823,  be- 
fore any  further  proceedings  were  had  under  the  order,  the 
defendant,  who  was  an  officer  in  the  service  of  the  East 
India  Company,  liddressed  a  letter  to  the  Directors  of  that 
Company  soliciting  permission  to  return  to  India  on  his 
private  ai&irs,  and  in  consequence  of  that  letter  the  plain- 
tiffs applied  by  petition  to  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  for  a 
writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
leaving  the  kingdom.  The  petition  was  supported  by  an 
affidavit  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  stating,  that  the  depo« 
nent  had  lately  discovered  and  believed  the  facjb  to  be  that 
the  defendant  was  about  to  depart  immediately  from  this 
country  and  to  proceed  to  India,  that  the  purchase^money 
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18SS.  would  be  in  danger  of  being  lost  to  the  plaintiffs  thereby^ 

and  that  the  object  of  the  defendant  in  leaving  the  king- 
dom waSj  as  the  deponent  believed,  to  avoid  performing 
the  contract  and  carrying  the  order  of  the  25th  of  nTufy 
1823  into  execution,  and  that  the  defendant  had  not 
taken  any  steps  towards  performing  the  said  contract  or 
executing  the  said  order. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  this  petition,  on  the  4th  of  Octo- 
ber 1823,  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  a  writ 
of  Ne  exeat  regno  should  issue  against  the  defendant 
and  should  be  marked  for  security  in  36,000/.,  and  the 
writ  having  issued  accordingly  the  defendant  was  arrested 
upon  it.  After  he  had  been  taken  into  custody  the  de- 
fendant tendered  to  the  sheriff,  as  a  seciu'ity  for  hia  an- 
swering the  exigency  of  the  writ,  the  bond  of  himself  and 
two  sureties  in  the  sum  of  36,000/.,  and  a  deposit  of  that 
sum  in  the  Bank  of  England  in  the  joint  names  ot  the 
sheriff  and  the  sureties.  The  sheriff  however  declined  to 
accept  the  security  tendered,  and  though  in  the  first  in- 
stance he  had  proposed  to  release  the  defendant  out  of 
custody  upon  his  finding  four  sureties,  in  the  sum  of 
36,000/.  each,  that  he  would  not  go  or  attempt  to  go  beyond 
the  seas  without  the  leave  of  the  Court,  he  ultimately 
insisted  that  the  36,000/.  should  be  paid  into  his  hands 
before  the  defendant  was  discharged. 

The  defendant  then  presented  a  petition  to  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls^  praying,  that  his  Honoris  order  of  the  4th 
of  October  1823,  and  the  writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno  issued 
in  pursuance  thereof  might  be  discharged.  By  hia  affi- 
davit in  support  of  this  petition  the  defendant  stated, 
that  he  had  not  yet  received  any  answer  to  his  application 
to  the  Court  of  Directors  for  leave  to  return  to  India,  thai 
there  was  nothing  whatever  of  secrecy  or  concealment 
nor  any  intention  of  secrecy  or  concealment  in  his  said 
application,  or  in  his  desire  and  intention  to  return  to 
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Bengal  $  and  that  if  the  leave  asked  for  should  be  granted  182S. 

farther  time  must  elapse^  in  the  usual  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  such  matters^  before  he  could  proceed  to  the  East 
Indies^  and  he  must  state  to  the  Court  of  Directors  the 
name  of  the  ship  in  which  he  was  to  go  pasaenger  and 
obtain  an  order  to  be  received  on  board  such  ship.  The 
defendant  further  stated,  by  his  a£Bidavit,  that  he  never  in 
any  manner  contemplated  a  departure  from  this  country 
for  the  purpose  or  with  a  view  to  avoid  performing  his 
said  contract,  and  he  denied  that  the  purchase-money 
contracted  to  be  paid  by  him  for  the  estate  in  question 
would,  by  reason  of  his  returning  to  the  East  Indies,  be 
in  any  danger  whatever  of  being  lost,  he  the  defendant 
having  ample  means  both  in  this  country  and  in  the  East 
Indies  to  enable  him  to  pay  such  purchase-money. 

llie  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  refused  to  make 
•any  order  on  the  last  mentioned  petition,  the  defendant 
paid  the  36,000/.  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  was 
thereupon  discharged  out  of  custody. 

A  motion  was  now  made  before  llie  Lord  Chancellory 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  by  which,  in  addition  to  the 
relief  sought  by  the  petition  to  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
it  was  prayed,  that  the  sheriff  might  be  ordered  to  pay 
back  to  the  defendant  the  36,000/1  paid  to  him  under  or 
by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  writ. 

Mr.  fFetherellj  Mr.  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  Simpkinsony  in 
support  of  the  motion. 

^j 

To  induce  the  Court  to  grant  the  writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno 
there  must  be  an  equitable  debt  actually  due  from  the 
party  agidnst  whom  the  writ  is  demanded,  and,  though 
it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  party  is  going  abroad 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment  of  the  debt,  the 
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189S. 


intention  to  go  abroad  and  danger  of  losing  the  debt  aiiB* 
uig  from  the  absence  of  the  party  must  always  be  brought 
forward.  De  Cmrriere  t«  He  Cabmne  (a).  Cock  ▼.  JRa^ 
^ne  (i).  JEiches  ▼•  Lance  (c).  T\nnlinson  v.  Hitrrisen  (ct). 
There  is  no  debt  now  due  from  the  defendant.  There  has 
been  no  final  orderto  pay  the  pnrcfaase-money.  A  dednction 
is  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  tithes,  and  the  money  is 
to  be  paid  only  upon  the  plaintiffs  performing  an  act  which 
it  does  not  yet  appear  that  they  are  able  to  perform. 
It  cannot  be  contended  that  because  a  conveyance  may 
be  executed  the  estate  is  so  far  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  to  give  the  plaintiffs  an  immediate  right  to  the 
money.  The  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  affidavits  axe 
not  sufficient  to  justify  the  Court  in  inferring  that  the 
debt  will  be  endangered  by  the  defendant's  leaving  the 
kingdom.  The  danger  to  the  debt  depends  mainly  upon 
the  question  whether  the  party  going  abroad  may  not 
leave  property  here  to  answer  the  demand  upon  which  the 
Court  can  lay  its  hands.  The  cade  referred  to  in  the  note 
to  Goodwin  v.  Clarke  (e)  shews  the  opinion  of  Lord 
7%urlo9v  that  in  cases  of  this  description  the  Court  ought 
to  enter  into  the  question  whether  property  may  not  be 
left  in  England  to  pay  the  debt. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. 


Where  the  writ 
issues  against 
the  purchaser  of 
an  estate  in  a 
.suit  for  specific 
performance  the 
circumstance 
that  he  may  have 
property  to  an- 
swer the  pur- 
chase-money is 
not  be  regarded. 
Sembie, 


I  think  Dickens  must  have  misunderstood  Lord  Hhur- 
lotv  in  that  case^  because  the  writ  is  granted  with  analogy 
to  bail  at  law^  and  at  law  you  never  ask  whether  a  man  has 
property  or  not,  but  you  make  him  give  bail^  leaving  it  to 
the  bail  to  enquire  whether  he  has  property  to  indemnify 
them.  Besides^  though  there  may  be  property  to  answer 
a  sequestration  now^  how  is  the  Court  to  know  that  there 


(a)  4r  Vcs.  577. 

(b)  5  Ves.  S83. 

(c)  7  Ves.  417. 


(i)  8  Yes.  8S. 
(e)  2  Dick.  497. 
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property  to  answer  it  when  the  seqaeatration         IttS* 


issues. 


For  the  motion. 

* 

It  must  be  recollected  that  the  property  sold  is  a  seco^ 
rity  for  the  purchase-money.  The  Court,  by  its  receiver^ 
has  the  estate  in  its  own  hands  to  make  good  any  loss 
which  the  plaintiffs  might  otherwise  sustain  by  the  non- 
performance of  the  agreement.  The  absence  of  authori- 
ties affords  a  strong  argument  against  the  writ  being 
supported.  Goodwin  v.  Clarke  and  JRaynes  ▼.  Wyse  {a) 
are  the  only  cases  in  which  the  writ  has  been  granted 
against  purchasers  in  sidts  for  specific  performance.  In 
Goodwin  v.  Clarke  the  writ  was  marked  in  a  small  por- 
tion of  the  purchase-money  only ;  and  in  Raynea  y.  Wyie 
the  general  question  whether  the  writ  oiight  to  be  issued 
against  a  purchaser  does  not  appear  to  have  been  dis- 
cussed. The  circumstance  of  the  estate  being  in  the  pos^ 
session  of  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  receiver,  distinguishes 
this  case  from  Raynes  v.  ffyse,  where  the  purchaser  was 
in  possession. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

It  strikes  me  at  present  that  the  writ  in  Goodwin  v. 
Clarke  ought  to  have  been  granted  for  the  whole  amount 
of  the  purchase-money,  or  ought  not  to  have  been  granted 
at  all.  There  is  one  great  difference  between  that  case  and 
the  present.  According  to  the  statement  oi  that  order 
there  was  nothing  upon  which  the  Court  proceeded  but 
the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  whereas  in  the  present  case 
the  Court  has  its  own  proceedings  to  act  upon.  The  te- 
ceiver  in  this  case  is  in  possession  because  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  taken  possession  and  would  not  do  so. 

(a)  8  Meriv.  47S. 
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1 82S:  For  the  motion. 

The  writ  ought  not  to  have  been  marked  m  the  full 
amount  of  the  purchase-money^  the  defendant  bemg  en- 
titled to  a  compensation,  and  the  plaintiffs  having  the  se- 
curity of  the  estate  and  of  the  defend  at's  other  pro- 
perty. To  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  writ  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  impute  to  a  party  a  future  distant  intention  to 
go  abroad,  as  such  an  intention  can  produce  no  danger 
to  the  debt.  It  ought  to  be  shewn- that  the  party  means 
to  leave  the  kingdom  immediately.  No  answer  has  yet 
been  given  to  the  defendant's  application  for  leave  to  re- 
turn to  Ihdia^  and  if  such  leave  should  be  given  considera- 
ble time  must  elapse,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  East 
India  Company,  before  the  defendant  can  regularly  leave 
England.  There  is  no  rule  laid  down  by  which  the  se- 
curity to  be  taken  by  the  sheriff  is  limited,  but  his  con- 
duct has  been  oppressive  in  demanding  such  excessive  baiL 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

I  remember  a  case  in  which  the  sheriff  having  taken 

bail  on  a  writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno,  and  assigned  the  bul- 

bond  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  in  equity,  application  was 

made  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  sue  upon  the  bond,  and 

Lord  Thurlow  held  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 

bond,  and  that  the  only  order  he  could  make  was  upon 

the  sheriff  to  produce  the  body  of  the  defendant  (a).    It 

is  therefore  with  the  sheriff  to  take  care  that  he  has  the 

What  the  sheriff.,  defendant  to  produce.     According  to  that    decision   I 

does  in  the  casc^  apprehend  that  what  the  sheriff   does  in  the  case  of 

exeat  regno  Is      a  writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno  is  upon  his  own  responsibi* 

upon  his  own  re*  lity.    What  the  sheriff  has  done  in  this  case  is  to  re- 

fpoDsibility.         quire  sufficient  security  for  his  having  the  defendant  to 

produce. 

(a)  Collinrldgc  r.  Mount,  H  Dick.  68S. 
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Mr.  Uariy  Mr^  Sugdm^  and  Mr.  Preston,  agidnst  the  1823. 

motion. 

Where  the  Court  appoints  a  receiver  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription^ the  question  to  which  party  the  possession  of 
the  receiver  is  to  be  attributed  is  left  open  to  future  de- 
termination. In  this  case  the  Court  has  declared  the  pos- 
session of  the  receiver  to  have  been  the  possession  of  the 
purchaser  from  the  29th  of  September  1823.  From  that 
time  therefore  the  purchaser  has  been  bound  to  pay  the 
purchase-money  and  interest.  The  Court  has  directed  the 
payment  to  be  made,  and  there  has  been  nothing  to  delay 
it  except  the  defendant  not  having  tendered  a  conveyance. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  therefore  that  the  debt  was  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  writ.  The  purchaser 
being  in  possession  by  his  receiver  this  case  falls  strictly 
within  the  authority  of  Raynes  v.  Wysey  which  is  a  posi- 
tive decision  that  after  it  has  been  shewn  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  the  writ  may  issue. 
In  the  case  before  Lord  Thurlofw  it  did  not  appear  that  a 
good  title  could  be  made,  and  it  would  therefore  have 
been  premature  in  the  Court  to  have  considered  the  pur- 
chaser lial^le  for  the  purchase-money.  There  is  no  case 
in  which  it  has  been  required  to  be  shewn  that  the. party, 
is  going  abroad  immediately.  Where  die  intention  to  go. 
abroad  is  clear  die  Court  will  not  measure  the  time.  If 
the  application  had  been  delayed  and  the  defendant  had 
prepared  for  the  voyage,  the  Court  would  have  refused  the 
writ  on  that  ground  alone  (a).  The  cases  of  Atkinson  v. 
Ijeon€ard{b)  and  Stewart  v.  Graham  (c)  have  established, 
that  for  the  purpose  of  obtuning  and  sustaining  this  writ 
it  is  not  necessary  to  swear  that  the  party  is  about  to  leave 
the  kingdom  with  a  view  to  avoid  payment,  of  the  debt, 
but  that  it  is  sufficient  tg  prove  that  the  party  is  about  to 

(«)  Diek  e.  Swialoo*  1  Tes.  &         (ft)  SB.  C.  C.21S. 
Bea,d71.  («)  19V«.81S. 
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lass;        leaife  tiie  Idagdom^  aftid  that  die  ddbt  will  be  en&ngefed 
if  he  does. 

The  LoEir  CbaNcblloe. 

Upon  the  de-  I  remember  an  instance  of  the  trrit  beii^  issued  in  an 
fBodanrs  staUng  early  stage  of  a  canse  npon  the  defendant's  staling  that  if 
that  if  the  plain-  ^^jj^g^^^jy^  he  wonld  leave  Ihe  king- 

decree  be  wonld  ^^^K* 
leave  the  king- 

dom,  the  writ  y^  ^^  plaintifi. 

was  lasued  in  an 

early  stage  of 

the  cause.  It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  defendant  is  opolent 

the  debt  will  not  be  endangered  by  his  absence.  The  mo- 
ment the  equitable  debtor  is  about  to  quit  the  country 
without  paying  the  debt,  the  Court  raises  an  impKcatioit 
that  by  his  going  Out  of  the  jurisdiction  the  debt  wiD  be 
in  danger  of  being  lost. 

Mr*  fFakefieid,  for  the  shexiff. 

Mr.  IFiikarett  in  reply  contended^  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  equitable  debt  to  be  the  subject  of  a  writ  ef  Ae 
exeai  r^^o,  and  remarked,  that  the  case  of  JZsynes  ▼. 
Wyte  only  suggested  the  question  whether  the  writ  had 
ever  issued  till  it  had  been  shewn  tiiat  the  plaintiff  was 
entitied  to  a  spedfic  performance,  and  did  not  decide  thai 
it  ought  then  to  issue* 

The  LoHD  Chancbli;or. 

The  question  befbre  me  is  whether  this  writ  ought  to 
be  discharged.  If  it  ought  never  to  have  been  granted  it 
ought  BOW  to  be  discharged.  There  can  be  no  obfection 
to  the  writ  being  discharged  if  the  36,000/.  is  brought  into 
Court,  but.  if  tiie  writ  anight  not  to  ba?e  been  granted 
there  is  no  pn^aee  for  bringing  the  money  into  Court. 
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It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  m  detennimiig  the  present;        1823. 

question  I  have  any  thing  to  do  with  the  complaint  made 

as  to  the  conduct  of  the  sheriff.    It  mnst  be  recollected 

that  he  ia  placed  in  circumstances  of  grent  difficulty; 

that  it  is  upon  his  own  responsibility  he  is  to  act.    After 

Lord  ThuTlow*8  decision  that  he  would  put  it  upon  the 

sheriff  to  produce  the  defendant  to  the  Court^the  sheriff  is 

not  to  be  blamed  if  he  takes  care  to  have  the  defisndant  to 

produce.    This  case  originally  came  before  The  MasUr  T}|e  Master  of 

of  the  Soils,  who,  according  to  all  which  is  to  be  found  the  Rolls  has  jn- 

in  the  books,  has  as  much  jurisdiction  to  direct  the  writ  "sdiction  to  di- 
rect the  wnt  to 
to  issue  as  the  JLord  Chancellor  himself  has,  though  it  is  -g^^^^ 

by  the  Lord  Chancellor  that  the  seal  must  be  put  to  the 

writ,  and  till  that  has  been  done,  according  to  the  order 

of  the  Court,  there  is  nothing  which  can  be  denominated 

a  writ*      If  a  serious  doubt  had  arisen  in  my  mind  I 

should  have  referred  the  case  back  to  the  Master  of  the 

Bolls  before  I  put  the  seal  to  the  writ.    This  writ  till  a 

late  period  of  our  history  was  a  high  prerogative  writ 

which  was  made  use  of  for  the  purposes  of  the  State ;  it 

was  a  writ  by  which  the  crown  was  enabled  to  prevent 

any  of  its  subjects  from  leaving  this  country  when  their 

services  were  required  in  it.    The  effects  of  the  writ  are 

as  much  known  to  the  law  at  the  present  mom«it  as 

they  ever  have  been.    Upon  what  grounds  the  writ  was 

originally  applied  to  civil  purposes,  whether  upon  the 

principle  that  no  better  service  could  be  done  to  the 

State  than  to  compel  the  subjects  to  do  justice  to  each 

other,  it  is  difficult  now  to  determine ;  but,  whatever  the 

principle  may  have  been,  it  is  without  all  question  that 

this  Court,  if  not  bound  ex  debito  jusHties,  (and  I  do 

not  say  that  it  is  so  bound)  is  bound  in  the  exercise  of  a 

sound  discretion  to  grant  the  writ,  if  the  case  be  a  case 

in  which  the  writ  ought  to  be  granted.    There  are  certain  The  debt  for 

circumstances    attendmg  the   apdiication  for   the  writ  7^'^**  ^^  ^^ 

iSBues — must  De 

which  admit  of  no  dilute.    In  the  first  place  the  debt  equitable,— 
must  be  equitable ;  In  the  second  place  it  must  be  due;  must  be  due,— 
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1B2S.         ^^^  ^  ^  ^itd  place  it  must  be  a  debt  in  respect  of 

^^^"'^^^        which  the  Court  can  see  its  way  to  direct  what  sum  shall 

V.  be  marked  upon  the  writ.    To  the  rule  that  the  debt  must 

^®®"**         be  equitable  there  is  one  case  of  exception,  the  case  of 

*"  h  "d*bt  A  t  *^<^^^^^  5  *^^  exception  stands  upon  this  ground,  that 

the  sum  to  be      ^^  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  accoimt  as  well 

marked  upon  the  as  a  court  of  law,  and  that  the  proceedings  at  law  in  such 

writ  can  be  as-     ^^^tters  are  attended  with  very  great  difficulties.    This 

Court  has  therefore  said,  though  it  be  a  general  rule  that 
the  rule  that  the  debt  shall  be  equitable,  and  the  affidavit  as  to  the 
the  debt  must  be  amount  positive,  yet,  in  matters  of  account,  that  shall  be 
equitable  in  the  considered  as  an  equitable  debt  which  is  also  a  legal  debt, 
case  of  account  ^ ^  j^  ^^^  ^  sufficient  for  the  party  to  swear  to  his  be- 

The  exception  j-^j  as  to  the  amount  of  the  balance.  I  take  it  that  these 
founded  on  the  *.         .^  *  *  «       i      i_  i 

difficulty  of  pro-  CAs^s  of  specific  performance  must  fall  under  the  same  rule. 

ceedingatlawin  When  it  is  considered  what  must  be  the  averments  and 
such  matters.       ^^y^^  ^^^^  ^  ^y^^  p,^f  ^^  ^^^^  j^  cannot  be  denied  that 

In  matters  of       there  are  many  cases  of  specific  performance  in  which  the 

. ^    debt  could  not  at  law  be  recovered.    I  will  venture  to  say, 

party  may  swear  *' 

to  his  belief  as  that  if  in  matters  of  account  and  mattiers  of  specific  per- 
to  the  amount  formance  the  jurisdiction  of  Courts  of  Equity  was  to  be 
ofthebalani^  destroyed,  there  would  be  very  many  cases  in  which  no 
The  cases  of  the  remedy  at  all  would  be  left.    The  rule  that  the  sum  to  be 

insuit^fbrspeci-  ™&i'k^d  ^^  ^®  ^'^^  must  be  ascertained  has  been  settied 
fie  performance  in  many  cases.  In  the  case  of  executors  for  instance  it 
are  also  founded  j^iMst  be  shewn  to  what  amount  they  have  received  assets, 

of  proceeding  at  "*  ^^^  *^^*  ^®  Court  may  know  for  what  sum  the  writ 
law.  shall  be  marked.    Such  being  the  case  with  respect  to 

The  rule  that  the  the  writ  of  Ne  eseai  regno,  the  principles  of  the  Court 
sum  to  be  mark-  require  a  pledge  to  be  given  to  the  fiict  that  the  party 
murtbeSl^'  "8^"**^'^^  andtiiattiie  debt  will  be  endangered  if 
tained  instanced  ^^  does.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  which  has  deter- 
in  the  case  of  mined  that  it  must  be  sworn  that  the  party  is  going 
executors.  abroad  immediately ;  that  is  a  circumstance  to  be  consi- 

r^on  for^^''  ^®*^  ^  ^^  exercise  of  the  sound  discretion  which  the 
writ  it  need  not  (^<>urt  applies  to  the  subject ;  I  do  not  take  it  that  it 
beswomthat      need  be  sworn  that  the  party  is  going  abroad  for  the 
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purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment  of  the  debt  j  if  it  can  j^M. 
be  collected  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  party  to  go 
abroad  before  the  debt  can  be  got  out  of  his  hands^  it  is 
a  case,  in  which,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  the 
writ  ought  to  issue.  Goodwin  v.  Clarke  does  not  at  all 
apply  to  this  case ;  that  was  a  case  in  which  ^  that  had 
passed  as  to  the  acceptance  of  the  title  rested  entirely 
upon  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause,  and,  to  ren- 
der that  case  in  the  least  degree  applicable  to  the  present, 
it  must  be  shewn  that  every  thing  had  taken  place  there 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill  which  has  taken  place  in  this 
cause  since  the  bill  was  filed;  with  all  deference  to  Lord  Thecaseof(7ooif- 
Apsley  that  case  cannot  have  been  rightly  decided;  the  »"» v. C/nrA-ff was 

_,       ^  11  1  -    i.       t  ^  1.  <.  not  rightly  decid- 

Court  was  bound  to  grant  that  wnt  for  the  full  amount  of  ^^ 
the  purchase  money,  or  it  had  no  right  to  grant  it  at  all. 
Whether  the  writ  ought  to  be  granted  merely  upon  the  Whether  the  writ 
footing  of  contract  I  shall  not  say  one  single  word,  this  ^^E^^  *®  ^® 
is  not  a  mere  case  of  contract.    I  need  not  state  that  the  ^^^^  ^Yie  footino- 
contract  alone  (if  it  could  ultimately  be  carried  into  exe-  of  contract.  Qu, 
cution)  made  the  estate  the  property  of  the  defendant,  so 
that  he  might  devise  it  or  do  any  thing  with  it  which  the 
equitable  owner  of  the  estate  could  do,  with  this  differ- 
ence only,  that  the  estate  in  his  hamds  was  subject  to  a 
lien  for  the  purchase  money.     I  do  not  consider  the  dis* 
tinction  pointed  out  in  the  case  before  Lord  Thurlowj 
because  tihis  is  not  a  case  which  falls  within  the  reach  of 
Lord  TAiir/ot&'j  objection,  unless  it  fialls  within  the  reach 
of  that  part  of  the  objection  which  hints  at  the  purchaser's 
having  other  property ;  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  title 
has  been  approved  and  an  order  has  been  made  by  the  where  a  receiver 
Court  consequent  upon  the  approbation  of  the  title ;  that  is  appointed  in  a 
order  adverts  to  the  circumstance  of  a  receiver  having  *"'^"'''  »pec>fic 

.  performance,  if 

been  appointed  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  ;  I  take  it  to  ^^  purchaser  is 
be  dear  that  if  the  defendant  is  to  take  the  estate  the  compelled  to 
receiver  must  be  considered  as  his  receiver,  and  the  pos-  ^^^^  ^^  **^'®  ^^ 

-  .  .  receiver  is  to  be 

seasion  of  the  receiver  as  his  possession.  considered  as  hit 

Vol.  I.  2  A  rcceiTcr. 
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1823. 


The  vendor's  e- 
quitable  lien  up- 
on the  estate  not 
to  be  regarded  in 
issuing  the  writ 
against  a  pur- 
chaser in  a  suit 
for  specific  per- 
formance. 


When  I  put  the  seal  to  this  writ  it  did  not  escape  my 
attention  that  there  was  an  allowance  to  be  made  for  the 
tithes  of  a  small  portion  of  the  estate,  but  I  satisfied  my- 
self that  it  was  impossible  to  say  that  less  than  36,000/. 
could  be  due  as  money  to  be  paid  for  the  property  by  the 
purchaser,  who  was  fixed  with  the  obligation  to  take  it  by 
the  tide  being  made  good ;  it  did  not  either  escape  my 
attention  that  there  was  in  this  case  a  security  in  tiie 
nature  of  a  lien  upon  the  estate.  It  happened  that  I  knew 
the  estate  to  be  an  estate  rather  for  pleasure  than  for  pro- 
fit, but  that  did  not  govern  my  mind  upon  the  question 
whether  I  should  judicially  give  more  or  less ;  I  came  to 
the  determination  that  the  writ  ought  to  be  marked  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  purchase  money  because,  considering 
equitable  bail  with  reference  to  legal  bail,  I  thought,  and 
I  believe  I  am  not  wrong,  that  if  instead  of  the  purchas- 
er's tendering  a  conveyance  the  vendor  had  tendered  it 
and  had  called  upon  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  money  and 
he  had  refused  to  do  so,  and  the  vendor  had  brought  an 
action,  the  purchaser  might  have  been  held  to  bail  at  law 
for  the  whole  debt,  and  it  could  not  have  been  said  that 
the  vendor  should  not  have  bail  for  the  whole  debt  because 
he  had  a  lien  in  equity,  1  also  reasoned  the  case  thus ; 
the  vendors  have  got  the  estate,  but  that  is  not  what  they 
Wish  to  retain,  and  how  are  they  to  proceed  to  a  sale  of 
the  estate  if  the  defendant  goes  abroad  whilst  there  is  a 
decree  in  this  Court  that  the  estate  is  his  in  equity ;  how 
is  that  equitable  titie  to  be  got  out  of  him?  It  appeared 
to  me  that  the  difficulty  attending  :a  re-sale  was  such,  that 
even  if  theie  had  been  an  analogy  to  be  derived  from  legal 
bail  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  it  could  not  have  applied 
under  the  dfficulties  which  would  have  presented  them- 
selves in  this  Court.  When  I  put  the  seal  to  ^e  writ  I 
was  of  opinion  that  the  debt  was  an  equitable  debt  far 
which  the  writ  might  issue,  and  I  did  not  tovget  to  coo* 
sider  whether  the  debt  was  due ;  that  the  debt  was  due 
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appeared  to  me  to  be  the  clear  result  of  the  Fice  Chan-  1823. 

cellar's  order,  because  that  order  in  effect  declares,  that 
such  as  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  thereby  declared  to 
be,  such  were  the  rights  of  the  parties  at  the  time,  of  the 
bill  being  filed.  Whether  the  Court  has  done  right  or 
wrong  in  all  its  doctrines  about  specific  performance  is  a 
question  with  which  a  Judge  in  this  Court  dare  not  deal. 
If  those  doctrines  are  to  be  altered,  they  must  be  altered 
by  the  House  of  Lords. 

Another  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  afiidavit  is 
sufficient;  it  does  not  appear  to  be  denied  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  authorise  the  writ  being  granted ;  I  do  not 
say  that  it  is  therefore  sufficient  to  sustain  the  writ,  but  I 
am  ready  to  say  I  am  not  convinced  that  any  such  ex- 
planation has  been  given  as  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  say 
that  with  such  explanation  the  writ  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. That  the  defendant  meant  to  go  abroad  if  the 
JESast  ImUaCompany  gave  him  leave  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
and  I  cannot  satisfy  myself  that  in  giving  leave  to  persona 
to  go  abroad  the  JBast  India  Company  do  not  so  act,  as 
that  the  defendant  might  have  had  an  opportunity  to  go 
before  we  met  again  in  this  Court.  It  is  not  stated  that 
any  arrangement  has  been  made  to  pay  or  any  property 
devoted  to  the  payment  of  this  debt. 

With  respect  to  the  difficulty  as  to  the  sum  to  be  marked 
upon  the  writ,  looking  at  the  proceedings  in  this  cause  I 
should  have  had  no  difficulty,  if  the  motion  made  before 
the  Fice  Chancellor  had  been  made  before  me,  in  order- 
ing the  defendant  to  pay  the  36,000?.  into  Court  3  I  do 
not  therefore  say  that  the  writ  ought  to  have  issued,  but^ 
I  say  that  all  uncertainty  as  to  the  sum  to  be  marked 
upon  it  is  quite  done  away  with  by  that  circumstance. 
Upon  these  grounds  it  appears  to  me,  that,  taking  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  as  I  find  themi  upon  this  record, 
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isas.  without  laying  down  any  general  rule,  there  have  not 

been  laid  before  me  sufficient  grounds  for  discharging 
lliis  writ. 


RoLLi.  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  GODDARD. 

Nov.  II. 

•Atesuior,  af-  'm/TARTHA  PYLEy  bj^hcr  will  dated  the  8th  of 

ter  giving  a  Icga-  JjlL   Aprily  1783,  bequeathed  as  follows  :  "  I  give  unto 

cy  ID  ^'^s*^®'^*  the  Rev.  Dr.  Bolton  Simpson  and  the  Rev.  James  TaU 

p<»e!  says,  "  As  ^«»>  together  with  the  Vicar  of  Christ-  Church-  Ttoynhamy 

money  is  of  more  and  to  their  heirs  and  successors,  1000/.  which  I  ba^ve 

uncertain  value  ^^^  . ^^  j^^j.^  annuities,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 

also  give  them  minister  that  shall  or  may  be  appointed  and  constantly  do 
(the  trustees)  weekly  duty  at  the  chapel  lately  built  for  the  tithing  of 
power  to  make     Hinton :  (that  is  to  say)  if  divine  service  is  performed 

th^   'h'^Uh'^k*  "^^^y  i^  ^^  ^^  chapel  within  the  space  of  two^ears 

best  for  [lorpetu-  from  my  death,  then  my  will  and  desire  is  ttiat  these  my 

ating  the  gift: "  trustecft  to  this  part  of  my  will  do  pay  the  interest  arising 

Held,  that  these  ^^^  ^^  jqqq^^  j^ jj^  annuities  yearly  from  the  time  of 
words  do  not  ...  t  1  x         •  * 

bring  the  legacy  divine  service  bemg  so  performed,  unto  the  mmister  who 

within  the  mort-  shall  be  appointed  and  do  the  duty,  &c.  but  until  such 

main  act.  ^^^^  ^^  service  is  regularly  and  weekly  performed,  the 

eives  a  legacy  in  "^op^y  arising  by  way  of  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  1000/. 

Irust  for  the  mi-  India  annuities  I  give  to  be  distributed  equally  every  half 

nisterofachapeh  y^ar  amopg-  the  clergymen's  widows  belonging  to  the  col- 

S^^n^s  *L\fo!d  ^®8e  near  C/o*c-ga/(f  in  the  Close  of  the  city  of  New  Sa^ 

contingency,  the  Tum  for  the  time  being :  and  if  the  chiqpel  is  not  actually 

legacy  is  to  go  to  consecrated  and  in  constant  use  for  divine  service  withm 

the  trustees  of  a  ^^^^  yt9x^  at  farthest  after  my  decease,  then  my  will  and 

the  interest  is  -desire  is  that  the  money  here  given  should  continue  the 

paid  during  many  years  to  the  minister  of  the  chapel:  Held,  that  the  charity  for  the 
chapel  may  be  established  upon  a  bill  and  information  to  which  the  trustees  of  the  col- 
legs  are  not  parties. 
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interest  arisiog  therefrom  for  ever  unto  the  widows  of  the 
said  college  &c. ;  and  in  such  case  of  the  chapel  not  being 
in  constant  use  for  divine  service  in  three  years  from  my 
deaths  &c.(a) — ^I  would  be  glad  to  have  the  same  gentlemen, 
who  are  trustees  for  the  estate  of  the  said  college,  take  upon 
them  to  be  trustees  for  this  1000/.  India  annuities :  Lastly, 
as  money  is  of  more  uncertain  value  than  land,  I  do  also 
give  them  power  to  make  such  purchase  as  they  shall 
think  best  for  perpetuating  the  gift/^ 


1835t 


Attorhby- 
Gbnbral 

V. 
GOOOARO. 


The  testatrix  died  in  1784.  Her  executor  Gafc,  up  to 
the  time  of  his  death  in  1800,  paid  the  dividends  of  the 
legacy  to  the  minister  of  Hinton  chapel.  6a/f's  widow 
and  executrix  applied  them  in  the  same  way :  but,  after 
her  death,  Goddard,  her  executor,  refused  to  make  any 
payments  without  the  direction  of  the  Court.  In  conse^ 
quence  of  his  refusal,  the  Attorney*  General  and  Thomas 
fFyndham,  the  officiating  minister  of  Hinton  chapel, 
filed  the  present  information  and  bill ;  alleging,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  facts  already  stated,  that,  before  the  expiration 
of  the  term  fixed  by  the  will  of  the  testatrix,  the  chapel 
was  consecrated,  a  minister  appointed  to  it,  and  divine 
service  performed  therein  regularly  every  week,  and  there- 
fore praying  that  the  charitable  bequest  in  trust  for  the 
minister  of  the  chapel  might  be  established,  that  the  divi- 
dends of  the  legacy  might  be  decreed  to  be  paid  to  him, 
and  that  proper  persons  might  be  appointed  to  be  trustees 
of  the  fund  along  with  the  Vicar  of  Christ^Church-Twyn^ 
ham. 


Dr.  B.  Simpson  and  Mr.  Talman  had  long  been  dead. 
The  only  defendants  were  the  vicar  of  Christ-Church  and 
Goddard,  the  personal  representative  of  the  original  tes- 


(a)  Id  this  psrt  of  the  will,  as 
recite^  in  the  brief,  there  occur- 
red some  confused  and  ungram- 
matical  expressions,  amounting 
to  a  directitn  to  the  trustees  for 


thechapel  to  relinquish  the  trust, 
in  the  etent  of  the  chapel  not 
being  in  constant  use  within  three 
years  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix. 
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tatrix  5  both  of  whom  admitted  by  their  anawen,  that  they 
believed  that  divine  service  had  been  regularly  performed 
in  Hinton  chapel  as  alleged  in  the  bill. 

No  evidence  was  gone  into. 

The  cause  came  on  as  a  short  cause  before  the  long 
vacation ;  when  it  was  ordered  to  stand  over^  in  conse- 
quence of  a  doubt  which  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ex- 
pressed^ whether  the  last  clause  of  the  bequest^  ^^  Lastly, 
as  money,  &c/'  did  not  bring  the  gift  witlun  the  mort- 
main acts. 

Mr.  Moore  appeared  for  the  executor  Ooddard. 

Mr.  Merivale  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  other  parties, 
supported  the  prayer  of  the  bill  and  information.  Relying 
on  the  cases  cited  in  Roper  on  Legacies,  (a)  they  took  the 
distinction  between  a  direction  to  trustees  to  invest  money 
in  land,  and  a  discretionary  power  given  them  to  do  so ; 
and  they  argued,  that  such  a  discretionary  power  did  not 
bring  a  legacy  within  the  mortmain  acts. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls, 

Admitting  the  distinction,  said,  that  the  doubt  was, 
whether  the  clause  in  the  will  did  not  amount  to  a  di- 
rection to  the  trustees  to  purchase  land  as  the  more  per- 
manent security,  and  whether  the  discretion  given  them 
extended  to  anything  further  than  the  selection  of  such 
an  estate  as  would  constitute  an  advantageous  invest- 
ment of  the  money.  Upon  the  whole,  however,  consider- 
ing the  leaning  of  the  Court  in  favour  of  charities,  he 
was  of  opinion  that  the  present  bequest  ought  to  be  sus- 
tained ;  especially  as  the  clause,  on  which  the  doubt  arose, 
seemed  to  relate  to  an  event  which  had  not  occurred, — 
the  event  of  the  chapel  not  being  in  use  for  divine  ser- 
vice within  three  years  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

(a)  8  Roper  on  Legackf,  86. 
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Another  difficulty  suggested  by  Mr.  Moore  on  the  part 
of  the  executor,  but  not  insisted  upon,  was, — ^that  the 
necessary  parties  were  not  before  the  Court.  If  the  cha- 
pel was  not  consecrated  and  in  constant  use  for  divine 
service  within  three  years  from  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
the  legacy  was  given  over  to  the  trustees  of  the  college  of 
clergymen's  widows  at  Salisbury .  These  trustees  ought 
to  be  before  the  Court,  in  order  to  assert  any  interest 
which  they  might  have,  and  raise  the  question,  whether 
the  contingency,  which  was  to  give  them  an  interest,  had 
or  had  not  happened.  To  establish  the  charity  for  URnton 
chapel  was  to  declare,  that  the  gift  to  the  college  of 
clergymen's  widows  did  not  take  eiFect.  How  could  the 
Court  make  such  a  decree,  when  no  person  was  present  to 
sustain  the  rights  of  the  college  ? 


1823. 

Attoritby- 
Gbnbral 

GODDARD. 


The  only  answer  made  to  this  objection  was, — that,  in 
fact,  the  contingency,  on  which  the  gift  to  the  clergymen's 
widows  arose,  had  not  happened;  and  that,  after  the 
pajrment  of  the  dividends  during  so  many  years  by  CMe 
and  his  executrix  to  the  minister  of  Hinton  chapel,  with- 
out any  claim  being  advanced  by  the  trustees  of  the  col- 
lege, it  was  unnecessary  to  bring  them  before  the  Court,  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought,  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  charity  for  Hinton  chapel 


(a)  The  objection  wbs, — ^not, 
tluit  the  contingeacj,  which  gave 
an  interest  to  the  trustees  of  the 
college,  had  happened,  but,  that 
DO  evidence  was  given  that  it  had 
not  happened,  and  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  it  had  or  had  not 
happened,  could  not  be  determin- 
ed in  the  absence  of  the  trustees. 

Bendes,  even  if  the  right  of 
the  minister  of  Hinton  chapel 


was  established,  the  trustees  of 
the  college  had  an  interest  in  as- 
certaining the  precise  date  when 
service  began  to  be  performed 
regularly  in  Hinton  chapel :  for 
the  college  was  entitled  to  the 
dividends  during  any  interval 
that  might  have  elapsed  between 
the  death  of  the  testatrix  and  the 
time  when  the  chapel  began  to 
be  in  regular  use. 
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might  be  eBtabliahed  in  the  absence  of  the  trustees  of  the 
college. 

The  decree  was  made  accordingly^  without  any  refer- 
ence to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  chapel  had 
been  consecrated  and  in  regular  use  for  divine  service 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  will  of  the  testatrix 
The  only  reference  was,  to  appoint  proper  trustees. 


ROLLI. 

Nov,  11. 
The  person 
entitled  to  the 
reversion  in  fee 
of  a  house,  ex- 
pectant upon  a 


VERLANDER  v.  CODD. 


d^EORGE  AINGE  and  William  Ainge^  bemg  pog- 
vJT    sessed  as  the  executors  of  Ann  Hovell,  of  a  lease- 
hold messu^e  for  a  term  which  was  to  expire  at  Michael^ 
mas  1826^  at  a  reserved  rent  of  36/.  a-year,  demised  it,  by 
term  vested  in  a  indenture  dated  the  10th  November  1818,  at  a  yearly  rent 

lpcc|*A  who  llltH 

demised  the  pre-  ®^  ^^'-j  *^  Jacob  Alexander  Ferlander,  for  a  term  of  seven 

mises  for  a  por-    years  and  three  quarters,  wanting  ten  days^  to  commence 

tion  of  his  term    f^^^  ^^^  5^^^  ^f  December  1818.    In  the  same  month  of 

to  a  sub- lessee, 

a<rrees  by  one      November,  a  treaty  was  commenced  between  Ferlander 

letter  to  grant  and  Philip  Coddy  who,  in  1814,  had  purchased  the  fee- 
that  suh-lessee  siQ^pie  of  the  house,  subject  to  the  term  of  the  Ainges^ 
rifTat  a  certain  for  »  i^cw  lease  of  the  premises,  and  also  for  a  lease  of 
yearly  rent,  and,  an  adjoining  larger  house.  In  the  course  of  this  negotia- 
in  another  letter,  tion,  Codd,  on  the  28th  of  November  1818,  wrote  the  fol- 
fixes  the  time,  j^^.^  .  ^^^^^^  ^  Ferlander : 
-when  the  term,  ° 

vhicb  he  thus 
proposes  to 
grant,  is  to  ex- 
valid  agreement  "^^^®  ^^^  ^^^^  '  ^^^®  closed  therewith.  I  will,  however, 
within  the  sU-  grant  you  the  extension  of  lease  you  solicit  on  the  small 
tute  of  Frauds, 

and,  under  it,  the  sub-lessee,  has  a  right  to  a  lease  which  shall  commence  from  the 
expiration  of  the  ezbting  term. 


'^  I  have  received  an  offer  for  the  large  house  on  the 
Terrace  so  much  more  to  my  advantage  than  that  you 
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one,  on  your  entering  into  regular  arrangements  foir  pay-  1823. 

ing  me  50/.  a-year  for  the  same. 

"P.  COBD." 

After  this,  Flsrlander  let  the  house,  and  some  money 
was  expended  by  the  new  tenant  in  putting  it  into  repair. 
Towards  the  end  of  July  1819,  Verlander  informed  Coddy 
that  he  should  give  his  solicitor  directions  to  prepare  a 
lease :  in  consequence  of  which  notification  Codd,  on  the 
2d  of  August,  wrote  and  signed  a  letter,  addressed  to 
f^erUmder,  containing  the  following  passage  : 

^^  As  I  know  my  own  solicitors  Messrs.  Still,  Strong, 
and  Rackhafn,  to  be  friendly,  very  reasonable,  and  correct^ 
I  shall  feel  more  gratified,  if  they  have  the  drawing  out  of 
the  lease  which  I  am  now  to  grant  to  you  for  such  term 
of  years  aa  to  cause  the  expiring  of  it  to  cease,  on  the  day 
on  which  that  does,  ^hich  I  granted  to  Mx.  Culling* 
hamr 

The  lease  to  Mr.  Cullingham,  mentioned  here,  was  a 
lease  of  the  adjoining  house,  and  would  expire  at  Jlftcf- 
summer,  1840. 

In  compliance  with  Codd'B  request,  Verlander  carried 
the  two  letters  and  hi&-  own  lease  from  the  Ainges,  to 
Messrs.  SHU,  Strong,  and  Rackham,  as  instructions  for 
preparing  the  new  indenture  of  demise :  and  they,  without 
having  received  any  further  instructions  from,  or  having 
had  any  subsequent  communication  with,  their  dient,  pre- 
pared a  lease  and  counterpart,  which  purported  to  demise 
the  premises  to  Verlander  for  a  term  of  fourteen  years 
from  the  24th  of  June  1826,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  50/.  On 
the  9th  of  August,  they  requested  him  to  meet  Mr.  Codd 
at  their  chambers  on  the  11th,  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  lease  and  counterpart  executed.  Accordingly,  Ver-^ 
lander  went  to  their  chambers  at  the  appointed  time,  and. 
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189$r  in  their  presence,  executed  the  counterpart.  Codd  did  not 
attend :  and^  when  afterwards  called  upon  to  execute  the 
lease^  refused  to  do  so,  on  the  ground,  that  the  only  agree- 
ment, which  he  had  made,  was,  to  grant  a  lease  ending  at 
JUUbummer  1840,  and  yielding  to  him  a  yeaily  rent  of 
50//fiom  Mdmmmer  1819. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Perlander  against  Codd  for  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  contract.  It  prayed  in  the  alter- 
native, eiiher  the  defendant  might  execute  and  deliver  the 
lease  prepared  by  Messrs.  StiH,  Strong,  and  Mackham  ,--* 
or,  if  it  should  appear  to  the  Court,  that  the  true  meaning 
of  the  agreement  was,  that  the  defendant  should  receive  a 
rent  of  50/.  for  the  premises  ikisteiid  of  the  original  rent  of 
36/.  a-year,  then  that  the  agreement  might  be  specifically 
performed  according  to  that  construction. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  insisted  on  the  benefit  of 
the  statute  of  Frauds ;  and  contended,  that,  if  there  was  a 
valid  agreement  in  writing,  the  true  meaning  of  it  was,  that 
the  subsisting  lease  shoidd  be  surrendered,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  a  lease  from  JUidsummer  1819  to 
Midsummer  1840  at  a  yearly  rent  of  50/. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  JFakefieldy  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  BKgh,  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  not  enough  that  one  party  understood  the  contract 
in  a  particular  sense :  the  contract  is  the  understanding 
and  agreement  of  both  parties ;  and  that  agreement  must 
be  found  expressed  with  sufficient  certainty  in  writing 
signed  by  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  relies  on  the 
words  "I  will  grant  you  the  extension  of  lease  you 
solicit :"  but  these  are  too  indefinite  to  be  enforced  by  a 
court  of  equity.  What  was  the  proposed  extension  ?  what 
lease  was  it,  which  was  thus  tp  be  extended  ?    What  was 
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the  subject  of  this  lease  and  extension  ?  To  fix  these  ijBtS. 
points  it  would  be  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  parole 
evidence.  The  letter  of  the  2d  of  August  may  shew  by 
reference  when  the  proposed  extension  was  to  cease; 
bnt  the  date,  from  which  it  was  to  commence,  iia  left  alto- 
gether uncertain :  so  that  the  agreement  b  defective  in 
that  particular  which  is  the  most  essential  of  all. 

As  to  the  real  intention  of  the  defendant,  there  can 
scarcely  be  a  doubt.  It  is  not  likely,  that  he  should 
bind  himself,  witiiout  deriving  any  present  benefit  from 
the  transaction,  to  grant  a  reversionary  lease  of  his  pro- 
perty, to  take  effect  after  a  lapse  of  eight  years. 

The  Mastbe  of  thb  Rolls. 

In  November  1818,  when  the  'transaction  in^qnedtten 
took  place,  Verlmtder  vrzA  in  possession' of  tiie  house,  at  a 
rent  of  50/.  it-year,  under  a  demise  from  tiie  Messrs.  jtb^^ 
who,  as  the  personal  representatives  of  Ann  Bovdly  were 
themselTes  lessees  of  it  at  a  yearly  rent  of  36/.,  and  had  a 
renmant  of  the  original  term  still  vested  in  them.  It  is 
not  pretended,  that  any  thing  was  done  or  said,  %b  alter 
or  put  an  end  to  eitiier  the  contract  between  them  and 
the  reversioner,  or  the  contract  between  them  and  their 
sub-lessee  :  and,  therefore,  the  new  contract  between  Ver" 
lander  and  GtxU*  must  have  been  one  that  was  to  be  con- 
sistent with  the  distinct  and  independent  contract  stib- 
sisting  with  the  Ainges.  Their  interest  could  not  be 
affiected,  unless  by  dealings  to  which  they  were  parties. 
There  was  no  communication  with  them  upon  the  sub-* 
ject.  As  Codd  had  purchased  the  reversion  only  four 
years  previously,  and  in  the  interval  had  received  the  rent  . 
from  the  Abiges,  he  must  have  known  that  they  were  his 
tenants — tiiat,  during  the  continuance  of  their  term,  he 
was  entitled  to  no  more  tiian  361.  a-year^-«nd  that  Fir- 


358  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1823.  lander  had  no  right  or  power  to  give  up  a  lease  which  was 

pot  his.  How,  then,  is  it  possible  to  believe  the  defence 
which  is  set  np— namely,  that  there  was  either  a  mutual 
understanding,  or  a  positive  agreement,  that  the  lease  of 
ilie\dinges  should  be  surrendered  ? 

Under  these  circumstances  and  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  the  relative  situation  of  the  binges,  of  Fisrlander,  and 
of  himself,  Codd  writes  the  letters  of  the  28th  of  November 
1818  and  the  2d  of  jiugust  1819.  ^^  will  grant  yoa/' 
says  he  in  the  former,  ^^  the  extension  of  lease  on  the 
small  house  on  your  entering  into  regular  arrangements 
for  paying  me  50/.  a-year  for  the  same.''  Could  Fer- 
lander  have  solicited,  could  Codd  have  efiectuaUy  granted 
any  thing,  which  was  inconsistent  with  the  contract  sub- 
sisting with  the  binges  ?  The  phrase  ^^  extension  of  lease," 
used  by  a  person  who]  knew  the  actual  situation  of  the 
property  and  the  interests  of  the  different  parties  in  it,  is 
quite  free  from  ambiguity.  It  must  refer  to  the  end  of 
the  term  granted  by  the  subsisting  lease.  The  word 
*^  extension  '^  implies  ex  vi  termini  the  continuance  of  the 
lease  and  negatives  the  destruction  of  it :  it  denotes — ^not 
that  the  lease  is  to  be  surrendered,  but  that  sometlung  is 
to  be  added  to  it. 

On  the  2d  of  August  1819,  the  secoi^d  letter  is  written  ; 
and  it  is  scarcely  to  be  supposed,  that,  during  the  whole  of 
the  period  that  had  elapsed  from  the  28th  of  the  preceding 
November,  the  parties  had  failed  to  understand  each  other. 
That  letter  fixes  the  termination  of  the  new  lease :  it  is  to 
expire  at  Midsummer  1840.  But  its  commencement,  says 
the  defendant,  is  left  uncertain.  In  no  respect:  for  the 
former  letter  had  stated,  that  the  new  lease  was  to  be  an 
extension  of  the  existing  lease;  and  the  existing  lease 
expired  in  1826.  The  defendant,  therefore,  had  agreed  to 
grant  to  the  plaintiff  a  lease,  which  should  entitle  him  to 
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the  possession  of  the  bouse  from  the  expiration  of  the  18S3. 

term  vested  in  the  Ainges  until  Midsummer  1826,  at  a      vbblahdbr 
yearly  rent  of  50/.  »• 

CODD. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  it  is  extremely  improbable, 
that  Codd  should  have  meant,  without  any  present  benefit, 
to  grant  a  reversionary  lease,  commencing  at  the  end  of 
eight  years.  That  depends  entirely  on  the  notions  which 
he  entertained  with  respect  to  the  likelihood  of  property 
of  this  description  rising  or  falling  in  the  mean  time.  To 
secure  a  rent  of  50/.  a-year  from  1 826  to  1840,  might  be, 
and  might  by  him  be  conceived  to  be,  very  advantageous. 

It  has  been  determined,  that  one  written  paper,  which  is 
signed,  may  refer  to  another  which  is  not  signed,  (a) 
Here  all  the  essential  terms  of  the  contract  are  contained 
in  the  two  letters  signed  by  the  defendant,  explained  by 
the  lease  to  which  they  refer.  The  plaintiff  is,  therefore, 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  with  costs. 


The  decree  was  ^'  that  the  defendant  do  execute  the 
lease  prepared  by  the  defendant's  solicitors,  Messrs.  Stilly 
Strong f  and  Rackham,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  do 
pay  unto  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  this  suit." — ^Reg.  Lib. 
1823,  B.  107—108. 

(«)  9  VcB.  Jan.  950 ;  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  29.  Tawney  v.  Crowther^  3  Bro. 
C.  C.  161,  318. 
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1823. 


Jitfjf2S.  DINES  V.  SCOTT. 

Nov.  IS. 

Whereasom    TT^Y  the  decree  made  on  the   hearing  of  this  cause, 
of  money  came    Jj  dated  the  16th  of  it%  1821,  it  was  amongst  other 

*  ^   *?^    thinirs  ordered,  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master 
one  of  two  cxe-     — -©  » 

catorsy  who  paid  to  take  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  John  Wtn^ 
it  oTer  to  the  iersgill  Pierof,  the  testator  in  the  pleadings  named,  come 
other  «©cutor,  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  j^j^  executors,  John  Corderoy  deceased, 
it  WIS  held  that  '  ,       ,     , 

the  executor        and  the  defendant  Mary  Scotty  and  it  was  ordered,  that 

who  first  receiv-  what  upon  taking  the  said  accounts  should  be  found  due 
ed  it  could  not,    ^^^  ^^  ^^  j^j^^  Corderoy  should  be  answered  by  the 

decree  for  an  ao-  defendants,  James ^  Sianbank,  and  Green,  his  executors, 

count,  examine    out  of  his  assets, 
the  other  execu- 

thatthe  ^  ^^  progress  of  the  cause  in  the  Master's  office  the 
money  paid  over  defendants  James  Stanhank  and  Oreen,  having  been 
was  duly  applied  charged  with  moneys  received  by  Corderoy  on  account  of 

on  •ccojint  of  ^^  ^^^  ^j  Ptmy,  carried  in  their  discharge,  by  which, 
the  allairs  of  the  "^  «»  ^     * 

testator  and  an   amongst  other  payments,  they  claimed  to  be  allowed  se* 

order  obtained  veral  sums  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  hy 
for  that  purpose  Corcferoy  to  the  defendant  Mary  Scott,  for  the  purpose 
^^^'*^'  of  enabling  her  to  discharge  debts  due  from  the  estate  of 
Piercy.  The  plaintifiis  having  objected  to  the  allowance 
ol .these  sums  unless  the  due  application  of  them  was 
proved  by  the  production  of  vouchers,  a  motion  was  made 
before  the  F^ke  Chancellor,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
James  Stanhank  and  Green,  that  they  might  be  at 
liberty  to  examine  the  defendant  Mary  Scott  upon  in- 
terrogatories before  the  Master,  touching  the  payments 
made  by  her  on  account  of  Piercy's  estate,  and  the  mo- 
neys received  from  her  co-executor  the  late  John  Corde^ 
roy  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  payments. 
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The  motion  was  supported  by  the  afBidavit  of  the  de-  1823. 
fendant  Greeny  which,  after  stating  that  the  deponent 
and  his  co-executors  were  unable  to  produce  the  vouchers 
to  prove  the  due  application  of  the  sums  mentioned  in 
their  discharge  to  have  been  paid  to  the  defendant  Mary 
Scottj  and  that  the  defendant  Mtiry  Scott  alleged  that 
those  vouchers  were  delivered  up  to  Carderqy^  and  after 
further  stating  that  if  any  such  vouchers  were  so  deli- 
vered up^  the  same  were,  as  the  deponent  believed,  after 
the  death  of  Corderoy  destroyed  by  the  defendant  Jameiy 
who  had  burnt  various  papers  which  he  conceived  to  be 
iiteless,  went  on  to  state,  that  the  payments  in  question 
were  taken  from  an  account  rendered  to  the  defendant 
Mary  Seoii  by  Corderoy  in  his  lifetime,  (a)  and  that 
Mary  Scott  would,  as  the  deponent  believed,  if  she  was 
examined,  admit  that  such  account  was  correct,  and  that 
she  received  and  applied  the  money  as  there  stated,  and 
that  although  twenty  years  had  elapsed  since  the  pay- 
ments mentioned  in  the  discharge  of  the  deponent  and 
his  co-executors  were  made,  they  had  been  enabled,  in 
those  instances  where  the  names  of  the  persons  had  been 
given  in  the  before-mentioned  account,  to  shew  that  those 
persons  had  actually  received  the  sums  alleged  to  have 
been  paid  to  them,  but  that  nothing  iqppeared  upon  the 
said  account  with  respect  to  the  parties  to  whom  the 
sums  in  questbn  were  paid,  and  the  deponent  and  his 
co-executors  were  unable  to  discover  the  names  of  such 
parties. 

Upon  this  afBidavit  The  Vice  Chancellor  made  the  or- 
der, as  prayed  by  the  notice  of  motion,  saving  all  just 
exceptions. 

A  motion  was  now  made  before  the  Lord  Chancellor ^ 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  discharge  the  order. 

'    (c)  Bj  the  decree  in  the  cause     tenaat  for  life  of  the  residue  of 
it  appears  that  Wny  Se9ii  was     the  testator  s  estate. 
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1823.  Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber^  in  support  of  the  motion, 

contended;  that  the  order  Bought  to  be  discharged  was 
altogether  new  in.  practice^  and  fumished^a  most  dan- 
gerous precedent;  as  it  would  enable  executors  in  aB 
similar  cases  to  settle  disputes  between  themselves  at  the 
expense  of  their  testator's  estate. 

Mr.  Pembertofij  against  the  motion^  insisted^  that  the 
sums  in  question  having  been  paid  to  Mrs.  Scoti  for  the 
purpose  of  being  applied  by  her  as  the  agent  of  Carderoy, 
the  Court  would  permit  her  to  be  examined  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  the  due  application  of  those  sums^  and 
that  flhe  might  have  been  examined  as  of  course  before 
the  decree.  He  also  relied  upon  the  circumstances  stated 
in  the  affidavit;  and  particularly  the  length  of  time  which 
had  elapsed  since  the  payments  in  question  were  made. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

If  executors  or  accounting  parties  have  been  led  to 
divest  themselves  of  all  accounts,  the  course  of  the  Court 
is;  not  to  permit  one  to  examine  the  other,  but  to  -  allow 
the  party  charged  to  discharge  himself  upon  his  own  oath. 
Where  an  executor  is  permitted  to  discharge  himself  upon 
his  own  oath  he  cannot  discharge  himself  without  discharg- 
ing his  co-executor,  because,  if  he  proves  the  due  appli- 
cation of  the  money  by  himself,  he  proves  the  due  appli- 
cation of  it  against  all  the  world.  Primd  facie  it  is  much 
more  safe  to  abide  by  the  rule  of  the  Court,  that  a  proper 
case  being  made  out  the  Court  will  allow  an  executor  to 
discharge  himself  upon  his  own  oath,  than  it  is  to  say 
that  the  Court  will  allow  co-executors  to  be  carrying  on 
suits  between  themselves. 

«^Vv.  IS.  The  Lord  Chancellor. 

In  this  case  a  sum  of  money  came  to  the  hands  of  one 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  361 

of  two  executors^  and  it  is  alleged  that  he  paid  it  over  to  1823.  - 

the  other  executor.  The  consequence  of  that  allegation 
is  that  hoth  became  answerable  for  that  sum^  and  then 
the  question  is,  whether  the  one  who  first  received  it, 
being  charged  with  that  sum,  can  examine  the  other, 
who  is  also  chargeable  with  it,  as  a  witness  to  prove  that 
it  was  duly  applied  on  account  of  the  affidrs  of  the  tes- 
tator ; — ^whether  the  examination  of  one  personal  repre- 
sentative is  to  discharge  another  personal  representative, 
where  by  that  examination  the  party  examined  would 
discharge  himself  also.  This  order  cannot  stand.  There 
have  been  many  cases  where,  upon  the  hearing  of  a  cause, 
the  Court  has  declared  that,  in  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  bill  has  been  filed,  it  would  apply  a  different 
rule  of  proof  from  that  which  is  ordinarily  applied,  and 
I  take  it  also,  that  upon  a  proper  case  laid  before  it,  the 
Court  may  do  that  under  other  special  circumstances, 
but  then  there  must  be  a  proper  case  laid  before  the 
Court  and  discussed  in  the  presence  of  all  the  parties  in- 
terested. In  this  case  there  is  nothing  before  me  to  shew 
that  it  is  out  of  the  power  of  Mrs.  Scott  to  prove  the  due 
application  of  these  sums  by  the  individuals  to  whom 
they  were  paid. 

Order  discharged. 


Vox..  I.  2  B 
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Jviy  10. 

November  12,  PARKER  V.  FAIRLIE. 

14|  15* 

Upon  a  bill  filed  rpHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  petition  of 
by  merchants  in  X  appeal,  presented  by  the  plaintififs,  from  the  decision 
England  against  ^j  jjj^  Honor  the  Vice-Chancellor  that  the  second  sche- 
rif  fo^inac.  dule  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Fairlie  was  not 
count  of'thc  impertinent.  The  schedule  in  question  condsted  of  about 
dealings  and        thirty  folios.     The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the 

transactions  be-  ^j  ^j^^  healing  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  1  Sim.  & 

tifcen  them,  one  *  *^  ^ 

of  the  defend-      Stu.  295. 

ants,  residing  in 

England,  in  an-      |^^^  Home  and  Mr.  Palmer  for  the  appellants   con- 

ir^tionin  Ae"  ^nded,  that  the  documents  contained  in  the  schedule 
bill  that  some  could  never  be  made  use  of  in  evidence,  and  might  have 
cotton  T?hich  |,^n  made  part  of  the  answer  by  simply  referring  to 
had  bcCTi  s^nt  ^^^^  ^^^^  j^  ^^  therefore  unnecessary  and  useless  to  act 
by  the  defend-  '  ,  Vi^^..* 

ants  to  the  them  forth  at  length  m  the  answer,  and  that  a  statement 

plaintiffs  If  as  of  which  was  unnecessary  and  useless  must  be  considered 

inferior  quality,  ^  ^^  impertinent.  Alsager  v.  Johnson,  (a)  Norway  v. 
said,  that  he  ^ 

had  no  personal  Rowe.  {b) 
knoifledge  of 

the  dealings  be-       |^  ShadweU  and  Mr.  Grant  for  the  respondents. 

tween  the  two 

firms,  but  that 

he  had  received      The  cases  which  have  been  decided  do  not  bear  upon 

certain  affidavits  ^jjg  present  question;  they  were  determined  upcm  the 
*  Wchliis  ^r*  ground  that  the  length  of  the  statements  upon  the  record 
ners  in  India  was  immoderate  and  oppressive ;  there  is  no  rule  of  the 
had  caused  to  be  Court  requiring  answers  to  be  framed  in  the  most  concise 

made  by  experi-  ^^^^  ^  defendant  is  entitled  to  state  every  circumstance 
enced  persons  ' 

there,  from  which  he  believed  the  cotton  to  be  of  superior  quality,  and  set  forth  the 

affidavits  and  certificates,  in  a  schedule,  in  hae  verba :  held  that  the  schedule  was  not 

impertinent. 

(«)  4  Vcs.  «17.  (»)  1  Mcr.  347. 
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which  yerifies  and  gives  weight  to  his  answer,  and  the 
documents  contained  iu  the  schedule  materially  confirm 
the  statement  made  by  this  defendant. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 


1823. 


The  Court  is  bound  to  protect  plaintiffs  from  unne- 
cessary expence,  but,  while  it  exercises  that  providence 
for  the  benefit  of  plaintiffs,  it  must  take  care  that  it  does 
not,  as  an  illiberal  view  of  the  subject  may  do,  prevent 
defendants  from  stating  their  cases  in  such  a  manner  as 
may  be  necessary  for  their  defence.  I  should  be  very 
unwilling  to  press  this  defendant  so  far  as  to  say  that  the 
schedule  in  question  is  to  be  considered  impertinent 
merely  because  the  matters  contained  in  it  would  not  be 
evidence.  It  may  become  necessary  in  the  result  of  this 
case  that  a  commission  should  go  out  for  the  examination 
of  some  persons  in  India,  and  I  think  therefore  the  de- 
fendant could  not  have  been  blamed,  if  he  had  said  in  his 
answer  that  he  had  in  his  possession  certain  documents 
which  tended  to  prove  certain  matters,  and  had  referred 
to  a  schedule  containing  a  catalogue  of  those  documents ; 
but  I  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  say  that  there  are  not 
matters  contsdned  in  this  schedule  which  have  no  relation 
at  all  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  I  also 
find  it  difficult  to  say  that  the  matters  contained  in  the 
schedule  which  have  relation  to  the  matters  in  question 
in  the  suit  are  properly  set  forth. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  sud,  that  he  concurred  in  November  is. 
opinion  with  the  Vice-Chancellor  and  the  Master  that 
the  defendant  was  justified  in  referring  to  the  affidavits 
and  certificates  as  forming  the  ground  of  his  belief,  and 
as  aiding  him  in  crediting  and  giving  weight  to  that  be- 
lief, and  observed  that  the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment 
introduced  a  question  of  considerable  importance^  whether 
a  statement,  which  is  not  necessary,  but  still  is  relevant,  is 

2fi2 
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within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Court  impertinent^ 
that  is  to  say^  whether  if  a  man  says  more  than  is  neces* 
sary  for  him  to  say  but  not  a  word  more  than  is  relevant, 
so  much  as  is  not  necessary  is  to  be  deemed  impertinent 
His  Lordship  then  made  the  following  observations.  If 
the  defendant  in  the  body  of  his  answer  had  referred  to 
these  affidavits  and  certificates^  leaving  them  in  the  hands 
of  his  clerk  in  Court  to  be  inspected  by  the  plidntifiis  in 
case  they  should  think  proper  to  inspect  them^  or  leaving 
them  to  be  called  for  by  the  Court  in  case  the  Court 
should  think  proper  to  call  for  them^  it  is  qoite  clear  that 
the  answer  would  have  been  sufficient.  The  defendant 
however  has  not  referred  to  the  affidavits  and  certificates 
as  capable  of  being  seen  in  the  hands  of  his  clerk  in 
Courts  or  as  capable  of  being  called  for  by  the  Court,  but 
has  stated  the  affidavits  and  certificates  themselves,  and 
His  Honor  the  Vice -Chancellor  is  of  opinion  that  this  is 
not  useless,  that  the  credit  which  is  due  to  the  answer 
depends  upon  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affidavits  and 
certificates,  and  that  the  defendant  therefore  has  a  right 
to  make  the  affidavits  and  certificates  themselves,  so  evi- 
dencing the  truth  of  his  answer,  part  of  his  answer;  I 
apprehend  that  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  if 
the  affidavits  and  certificates  had  been  referred  to  in  pro- 
ber terms  they  would  in  truth,  by  virtue  of  that  reference, 
have  been  part  of  the  answer,  and  that  as  part  of  the  an- 
swer the  plaintiffe  might  have  compelled  the  production 
of  them,  and  the  defendant  would  have  had  a  right  to  have 
them  produced.  This  case  therefore  brings  the  question 
fairly  before  the  Court  whether  the  term  impertinent  can 
be  applied  to  that  which  is  relevant  but  which  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  be  set  forth.  There  have  I  believe  been  some 
cases  in  which  the  Court  has  held  it  to  be  impertinent, 
where  accounts  of  personal  estate  have  been  required,  to 
set  forth  all  the  particular  articles  of  which  the  personal 
estate  was  composed,  and  where  accounts  of  receipts  and 
^jayments  have  been  required,  to  set  forth  the  different  items 
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and  the  different  particulars  of  the  sums  which  formed 
the  aggregate  amount  of  the  account  demanded ;  (c)  yet  it 
<;annot  be  denied  that  the  answers  in  those  cases  were  in 
a  sense  relevant,  and  it  must  therefore  have  been  the 
non-necessity  of  entering  into  particulars  which  induced 
the  Court  to  determine  that  the  answers  were  impertinent. 
I  think  the  Court  would  have  taken  a  better  course  if  it 
had  said  originally  this  is  not  impertinent  but  because  it 
is  useless  the  defendant  shall  pay  all  the  costs  attending  it. 


365 


18^3. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  believed  it  would  be    November  U. 
found  impossible  to  hold  that  the  answer  in  this  case 
was  not  impertinent  without  running  foul  of  some  deci- 
sions to  the  contrary. 

The  Lord  Chancellor* 

There  is  one  view  of  this  case  which  has  struck  me  as  November  15. 
very  material ;  in  a  court  of  equity  a  plaintiff  reads  as 
much  of  the  answer  of  a  defendant  as  he  thinks  proper; 
but  suppose  a  case  in  which  a  plaintiff  may  come  into 
equity  and  the  defendant  may  turn  plaintiff  at  law,  or  in 
which  a  phdntiff  in  equity  may  dismiss  his  own  bill  and 
himself  become  plaintiff  at  law ;  if  the  defendant's  an- 
swer is  to  be  made  use  of  at  law  must  not  the  whole  be 
read  ?  Is  it  not  therefore  a  veiy  material  consideration 
whether,  although  it  was  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  set  out  these  afEidavits  and  certificates,  and  he 
might  if  he  had  thought  proper  have  referred  to  them,  he 
had  not  a  right  to  put  them  upon  his  answer  if  he  thought 
fit  to  do  so,  because,  if  the  answer  should  be  made  use  of 
against  him  in  a  court  of  law,  it  might  be  impossible  for 
him  to  make  use  of  the  affidavits  and  certificates  unless. 


{e)  Beaumont  v.  Beaumont^  5  Madd.  Rep.  51.    Norway  y.  Rowe^ 
1  Mer.  S47. 
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they  were  set  out.    This  particular  reason  lead#  me  to 
think  that  in  this  case  the  answer  is  not  impertinent. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants  then  suggested  that  the 
defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  read  the  documents 
at  law  if  he  had  merely  referred  to  them,  and  again  ad- 
verted to  the  objection  that  the  documents  could  not  be 
made  use  of  in  evidence ;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor 
said,  that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  read  the  documents 
at  law,  must  not  only  have  referred  to  them  in  the  answer 
but  must  be  quite  sure  that  they  would  be  safely  kept, 
and  that  if  the  documents  were  in  the  answer  he  appre- 
hended that  they  must  be  read  at  law,  subject  to  the  ob- 
servation of  the  Court  as  to  the  weight  which  was  due  to 
them ;  that  the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment  must  be  af- 
firmed without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to  costs,  and 
that  the  application  for  costs  could  only  be  made  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


AT  TBI  mOLLt. 

JVffO.  IS,  17. 


PARKEN  v:  WHITBY. 
WHITBY  V.  PARKEN. 


ON  the  2d  of  February,   1816,  Whiting  signed  an 
agreement  to  sell  all  his  lands  to  Parken,  at  a  price 


If,  in  the  course 
of  proceedings 
in  a  suit  for  spe- 
cific performance,  there  comes  outafact,  not  put  in  issue  in  the  cause  by  either  partj. 
which  affects  the  le^lity  of  the  contract,  or  tends  to  shew  that  the  contract  is  not 
fully  slated  in  the  hill,  the  Court  will  direct  an  inquiry  into  the  fact  so  disdoeed. 

Specific  performance  will  not  he  decreed  of  an  agreement  to  sell  certain  propertj 
at  a  price  to  be  settled  by  two  persons  who  are  named,  if  the  Court  sees  reasoo  to 
belieye,  that  the  price,  subsequently  fixed  by  these  persons,  is  considerably  below  the 
real  value  of  the  property. 

A  person,  who  admits  that  he  conceives  himself  bound  in  honour,  though  not  le- 
gally bound,  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  a  party  in  a  suit,  b  a  competent  witiesi 
for  that  parly. 
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to  be  fixed  by  two  indifferent  persons.  Shortly  afterwards,  182S. 

JParken  named  one  Franklin  to  act  in  the  proposed  valua- 
tion on  his  behalf  j  and  Whitby^  at  the  recommendation  of 
Parken's  solicitor,  appointed  OUey  to  be  his  valuer. 

The  agreement  of  the  2d  of  February  not  having  been 
carried  into  execution,  another  agreement  was  signed, 
dated  the  20th  of  February^  1817^  by  which  fVhitby  con- 
tracted  to  assign  and  convey  to  Parken  all  his  lands,  farm- 
ing stock,  furniture,  china,  books,  &c.  for  such  price  or 
prices  as  the  same  should  be  valued  at  by  OUey  and 
Franklin.  These  gentlemen  on  the  same  day  fixed  the 
price  of  all  the  articles  included  in  the  contract  at 
1,364/.  \4s. 

By  the  original  bill  Parken  prayed  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  agreements  of  the  2d  of  February ^  1816,  and 
the  20th  of  February ^  1817.  fFhiiby,  by  his  answer, 
and  also  by  a  cross-bill,  insisted,  that  the  valuation  had 
been  made  unfairly,  and  that  the  agreements  having  been 
obtained  by  fraud,  ought  to  be  declared  void. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Roupell  were  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  original  smt,  and  defendant  in  the  cross-suit :  . 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Roots  were  for  the  defendant  in 
the  original  suit,  and  plaintiff  in  the  cross-suit. 

The  agreement  was  clearly  proved :  and  the  defendant 
endeavoured  to  protect  himself  from  the  performance  of  it 
by  shewing  that  the  transaction  presented  many  features, 
which,  to  say  the  least,  were  of  a  highly  suspicious  cha- 
racter. The  points  on  which  he  principally  relied,  were 
these  two : 

First,  Parken,  in  his  answer  to  the  cross-bill,  set  forth 
an  account,  which  bis  solicitor,  in  August  1817,  bad  deli- 
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18M.  yered  on  his  behalf  to  JFhithf.   It  contained  the  followingr 

items : 

By  amount  of  yaluation  on  purchase  of 
remainder  of  fFh%tby*8  estate  and 
goods  ....        1364  14 

Deduct  for  goods  abstracted  and  retained- 
by  Mr.   fFhitby  from  the  property 
comprised  in  the  abovementioned  va- 
luation .  .  -  •  79    2 

Burleigh,  Parken*s  solicitor^  was  examined  in  the 
cross-suit  as  a  witness  for  Parken :  and,  in  reply  to  the 
last  and  general  interrogatory,  he  stated,  that,  when  he 
was  instructed  to  prepare  the  contract  and  to  comprise  in 
it  all  the  household  fumitiyit,  plate,  linen,  chma,  and 
books  of  fFhitby,  it  was  verbally  agreed  by  the  parties, 
that  Parken  should  not  take  the  household  furniture,  &c. 
unless  fFhitby  should  be  convicted  on  some  informations 
under  the  game  laws,  which  were  then  in  prosecution 
against  him — ^that  fFhitby  was  not  convicted  on  these  in- 
formations— and  that,  for  that  reason,  the  household  fur- 
niture, plate,  linen,  china,  and  books  had  been  retained 
by  him. 

From  these  circumstances,  said  the  defendant  in  the 
original  suit,  it  was  evident  that  the  written  agreement 
did  not  express  the  real  contract  between  the  parties,  but 
was  in  fact  intended  to  be  a  fraud  upon  the  game  laws. 
The  written  agreement  not  being  the  true  agreement,  it 
could  not  be  executed  in  toto :  neither  could  it  be  executed 
in  part ;  for  the  valuation  was  a  gross  sum  of  1,364/.  14r., 
which  could  not  now  be  apportioned  among  the  different 
items  included  in  the  estimate. 

Secondly,  There  was  strong  evidence,  that  the  price  fixed 
by  FVanklin  and  Olley  was  far  below  the  real  value  of  the 
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property.    They  had  eatittated  the  land  at  about  29/.  per         1-82S. 

acre ;  and  it  wtm  proved  that  40/.  per  acre  and  upwards 

liad  been  offered  for  iL    It  was  impossible^  therefore^  to 

avoid  entertaining  strong  doubts  concerning  the  fairness 

of  the  terms  of  the  purchase ;  and  the  Courts  so  long  as. 

it  felt  these  doubts^  could  not  enforce  the  contract. 

To  the  first  of  the  two  %bjections^  Mr.  Shadwell  and 
Mr.  Eoupell  replied^  that  the  Court  could  not  listen  to 
any  allegations  concerning  a  supposed  parole  agreement^ 
by  which,  upon  a  certain  event,  Whithy  was  to  retain 
part  of  the  property  comprehended  in  the  written  con- 
tract :  for  no  such  matter  had  been  put  in  issue  in  the 
cause;  and,  consequently,  Parken  had  not  had  an  op- 
portunity of  either  explaining  or  disproving  the  circum- 
stances, of  which  his  adversary  now  sought  to  take  ad- 
vantage. 

On  the  subject  of  value,  they  relied  on  the  evidence  of 
their  own  witnesses,  several  of  whom  swore  that  the  price 
fixed  was  as  much  as  the  property  was  fairly  worth :  and 
they  further  contended,  that,  in  a  contract  like  the  pre- 
sent, the  Court  was  bound  by  the  opinion  of  Franklin 
and  Olley.  The  agreement  had  stipulated  expressly  that 
the  price  should  be  fixed  by  these  two  gentlemen ;  it  had 
been  fixed  by  them ;  and  to  look  now  at  any  other  mode 
of  estimating  the  value,  would  be  a  departure  from  the 
contract  in  one  of  its  most  essential  terms.  Milnes  v. 
6ery.  (a) 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  contract  between  these  parties  comprised  not  only 
all  Whitby^ 8  real  property,  but  every  thing  which  he  was 
possessed  of:   and  the  price  of  the  whole  was  to  be 

(a)  uyes.jun.  400. 
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1,364/.  149.  That  is  the  agreement  which  I  am  caUed 
upon  to  execute  in  toto :  and,  if  I  grant  the  plaintiff  the 
relief  which  he  prays,  I  must  order  the  real  estate  to  be 
conveyed  and  the  personalty  to  be  delivered  to  him,  and 
that  he,  on  his  part,  pay  the  1,364/.  I4s,  Such  a  decree, 
however,  would  be  altogether  wrong :  it  would  give  the 
plaintiff  a  right  to  recover  goods,  to  which  his  own  wit- 
ness, corroborated  by  his  own  answer,  proves  that  he  has 
no  title;  and  it  would  render  him  liable  to  pay  7^*i 
which,  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  he  ought  not  to  pay. 
For  it  appears  from  Parken's  answer,  that,  after  the  va- 
luation by  FirankUn  and  Olley,  the  vendor  retuncd  the 
furniture,  linen,  china,  &c.,  and,  in  respect  of  them,  the 
purchaser  made  a  deduction  from  the  price.  This  is  aa 
admission  that  the  written  contract  was  in  part  done  away 
with ;  so  that  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  has  not  the  whole 
of  the  case  before  it.  Then  the  testimony  of  Burleigh  ex- 
plains how  it  happened,  that  many  of  the  articles  com- 
'  prised  in  the  valuation  were  retained  by  the  vendor.  From 
him  I  learn,  that  the  agreement  set  forth  in  the  pleadings 
was  accompanied  by  a  collateral  verbal  agreement,  by 
which,  upon  a  certsdn  event,  the  written  contract  was  to 
become  inoperative  in  part :  and  this  collateral  agreement 
was  of  such  a  kind  as  to  be  ai  initio  a  fraud  upon  the 
laws ;  for  the  object  of  it  was  to  screen  fFhitby's  personal 
effects  from  the  consequences  of  a  conviction  under  the 
game  acts  in  a  prosecution  then  pending  against  him.  If 
he  was  convicted,  the  written  contract  was  to  take  effect: 
it  was  not  to  take  effect,  if  he  was  not  convicted. 


The  counsel  for  the  vendor  have  insisted,  that,  upon 
this  ground  alone,  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed.  And 
undoubtedly,  if  the  pleadings  had  stated  that  the  contract 
involved,  or  was  accompanied  by,  an  agreement  intended  to 
be  a  fraud  upon  the  game  laws,  the  court  would  not  enter- 
tain a  suit  for  specific  performance.  But  the  circum- 
stances, on  which  the  objection  arises,  are  not  stated  either 
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in  the  cross-bill  or  in  the  answer  to  the  original  bill ; 
so  that  Parken  has  had  no  opportunity  of  defending  him- 
self against  them.  The  original  suit^  therefore^  is  not 
now  ripe  for  dismissal. 


1829. 


On  the  other  hand^  it  has  been  argued,  that  the  court 
cannot  take  any  notice  of  the  existence  or  nature  of  this 
collateral  agreement,  because,  in  the  pleadings,  nothing 
has  been  put  in  issue  concerning  it.  Suppose  a  bill  were 
filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  cargo  of  spirits,  and  it  were  to  appear  in  the 
course  of  the  evidence,  that  the  cargo  was  smuggled;  the 
court  would  not  shut  its  eyes  to  a  fact  so  presented  to  it, 
even  though  neither  party  had  put  the  fact  in  issue.  Here 
it  comes  out  from  Parken  himself,  that  the  contract, 
stated  in  the  bill,  is  not  the  whole  contract ;  and  must  I 
not  know  the  whole  contract,  before  I  am  called  upon  to 
decree  specific  performance?  It  comes  out,  too,  from 
Parken* s  own  witness,  that  the  written  contract  was  ac- 
companied by  another  agreement  apparently  of  an  illegal 
nature :  must  not  this  point  also  be  cleared  up,  before  the 
Court  can  deal  finally  with  the  cause  ?  The  proper  course 
would  be,  to  put  these  matters  in  a  train  of  investigation, 
by  directing  an  inquiry,  whether  the  written  contract  was 
accompanied  by  any  and  what  agreement  concerning 
fFhitby*s  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  and  books;  and 
on  what  account  it  was,  that  the  vendor  retained  some  of 
the  articles  included  in  the  contract,  while  the  purchaser 
made  a  deduction  from  the  amount  of  the  valuation. 


I  think  that  there  must  likewise  be  an  inquiry  with  re- 
spect to  the  value  of  the  land.  The  evidence  impeaching 
the  valuation  of  PYanklin  and  Olley  is  in  its  nature  more 
to  be  depended  upon,  than  the  testimony  of  the  surveyors 
by  whom  that  valuation  has  been  supported.  My  own 
opinion,  upon  the  evidence,  is,  that  the  land  was  worth 
more  than  the  price  which  has  been  fixed :  and  I  certainly 
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cannot  accede  to  the  position,  that,  because  the  parties,  by 
their  contract^  referred  the  ascertdning  of  the  value  to  two 
individuals,  the  Court  is.  bound  by  the  judgment  of  those 
individuals,  and  cannot  have  recourse  to  other  means  in  or- 
der to  satisfy  its  own  conscience,  (i)  The  price  was  not  to 
be  fixed  arbitrarily ;  the  intention  of  the  parties  was^  that 
the  land  should  be  sold  for  its  full  value ;  and  the  reference 
to  the  judgment  of  Franklin  and  Olleywzs  merely  the  mode 
of  fixing  that  value.  If  the  Court  were  satisfied,  that  the 
price  set  by  them  on  the  property  did  not  come  near  the 
true  value,  it  would  never  interfere  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract. 


A  witness,  named  Carter,  having  been  examined  for 
Whitby  J  Mr.  Shadwell  objected  to  the  reading  of  his  evi- 
dence, because  he  had  admitted  upon  cross-examination, 
that  he  conceived  himsdf  bound  in  honour,  though  not 
legally  bound,  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  the  cross- 
suit,  as  it  was  partly  at  his  recommendation  that  Whitby* a 
solicitor  had  undertaken  and  continued  to  prosecute  the 
suit. 

Mr.  Sugderiy  contra,  cited  the  cases  mentioned  in 
Phillipps's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Evidence,  (c) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  latest  authorities,  the  evidence  was  admis- 
sible. 


{b)  Emery  v.  Wa»e^  5  Yes.  jon.  846.,  andl  8  Yes.  joo.  517. 
V.  Warren^  9  Yes.  jun.  605. 

(c)  Vol.  I.  p.  54,  55.    Fifth  edition. 
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At  thb  Rolls. 

GORDON  V.  RUTHERFORD.  jfov.  80. 

Y^JUES  STUART,  by  his  wUl  dated  the  23rd  of    ^t«tator  gives 
•%r    jiprily  1821,  bequeathed  to  his  three   trustees  and  trustees  ifhich 
executors   (of  whom    JFilliam  Forbes  vf^B  one)   various  they  are  to  stand 
sums  of  stock,  upon  trust,  as  to  the  sum  of  33,333/.  65. 8rf.  possessed  of 

3  per  cent,  consolidated  bank  annuities,  to  pay,  out  of  the  ^^^  trust  for 

^       x-  /^  jD.  Cr.  until  he 

dindends  thereof,  ta  his  wife  Elizabeth  Stuart  a  clear  an-  shall  attain  the 
nuity  of  1,000/.  per  annum,  during  her  life:  and  upon  age  of  twenty- 
further  trust,  that,  immediately  after  her  death,  they  should  ^^*  y**"'  *°* 

^  are  to  transfer 

•    transfer  to  the  testator's  nephew  William  Forbes  one  tohimwhenthet 

moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  33,333/.  6s.  8d.  3  per  cent,  cons.,  in  their  discre- 

and  for  him  to  receive  500/.  per  annum,  being  the  moiety  ''°'*  ****''  think 

of  the  amount  of  the  dividends  of  the  stock,  he  takinir  the  P'.^^P®'^'    ®  '  ^" 

'  »  wisedirects,that, 

name  and  using  the  arms  of  Stuart:  and,  upon  further  \fj),G.dies 

trust,  as  to  the  sum  of  16,666/.  13^.  4d.,  the  remainder  of  without  lawful 

the  sum  of  33,333/.  6s.  8d.  3  per  cent,  cons.,  that  his  said  '**."?  ^^^^^^jre- 

"■  •  ceiving  the  be- 

executors  and  trustees  should  stand  possessed  thereof  quest,  the  stock 

upon  trust  for  his   nephew  Donald  Gordon,  until  he  shall  sink  into 

should  have  attained  his  aire  of  twenty-five  years.    The  ***®  residue  of 

,.       .    ,  , .  ^  w      .  .!_  his  the  tesUtor's 

testator  then  directed  his  executors  and  trustees,  the  sur-  ^^<^   ^^  j^^ 

yivors  and  survivor  of  them,  their  executors  and  adminis-  bequeaths  the  re- 
trators,  to  transfer  the  s^d  sum  of  16,666/.  13*.  4d.  unto  «due  tofF.F.i 

Donald  Gordon  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  when  and  so  ^  1®  /    \" 

'  under  twenty- 

soon  as  they  should,  in  their  discretion  think  proper  :  and,  £ve  years  of  age, 

in  case  Donald  Gordon  should  die  without  lawful  issue  and  has  not  had 

the  stock  trans- 
ferred to  him,  neither  he  nor  fF.  F»  is  entitled  to  receive  the  accruing  dividends;  but 
these  dividends  must  accumulate,  to  accompany  the  capital  in  its  final  destination. 

A  testator  directs,  that  /F.  F.  shall,  with  a  capital  taken  out  of  his  assets,  continue 
his  the  testator*s  business ;  that  he  shall  bind  D.  G.  apprentice  to  himself  1  that  he  shall 
take  D.  G.  into  partnership  at  the  end  of  his  apprenticeship  or  so  soon  after  as  he  shall 
think  him  capable ;  and  that  D.  G.  shall  have  one-third  of  the  profits  of  the  business : 
D.  G.  is  not  entitled  to  clain9  any  share  of  the  profits  which  are  made  before  he  is 
Jidmitted  into  partnership. 
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183S.         before  receiving  the  bequest^  the  saidsum  of  16,666/.  lSs.4d. 
b^'^        was  ordered  to  sink  into  the  residue  of  the  estate. 

V. 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  the  testator,  after  dl- 
recting  that  his  trade  should  be  carried  on  by  William 
Forbes  with  a  capital  to  be  taken  out  of  his  personal 
estate,  expressed  himself  as  follows  : — '^  I  request  and 
direct,  that  fFilliam  Forbes  shall  take  under  his  care 
and  protection  and  educate  and  support  the  said  Donald 
Gordon,  until  he  shall  have  obtained  a  proper  age  to  be 
bound  apprentice,  and  when  he  shall  have  attained  that 
age,  then  I  direct,  that  the  said  fFilliam  Forbes  f^hall 
bind  the  said  Donald  Gordon  apprentice  to  himself;  and 
from  and  after  the  said  apprenticeship  shall  have  expired 
or  so  soon  after  as  the  said  fFilliam  Forbes  shall  in  his 
judginent  think  the  said  Donald  Gordon  fit  and  capable, 
he  the  said  fFHUam  Forbes  shall  take  the  said  Donald 
Gordon  into  the  said  trade  and  business  as  a  co-partner 
therein,  and  that  the  said  Donald  Gordon  shall  have  one- 
third  part  or  share  of  the  profits  of  the  said  business  with 
the  said  fFilliam  Forbes.'*  He  also  gave  to  William 
Forbes  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 

The  testator  died  in  1821,  and  his  wife  survived  him  by 
only  a  few  months.  When  she  died,  Donald  Gordon  was 
about  ten  years  of  age. 

The  stock  was  standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees; 
and  the  principal  question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  the 
dividends  of  the  16,666/.  13*.  4d.  3  per  cent,  cons.,  from 
the  death  of  the  widow  until  there  should  be  a  transfer 
of  the  legacy  to  Donald  Gordon. 

Mr.  fFlngfield,  for  Donald  Gordon. 

The  testator  has  separated  this  sum  of  16,666/.  I3f.  AL 
stock  from  the  general  mass  of  his  estate,  and  has  giren 
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it  to  trustees  who  are  to  stand  possessed  of  it  expressly 
upon  trust  for  Donald  Gordon,  until  he  shall  have  attained 
a  particular  age.  In  the  mean  time,  the  stock  is  held,  and 
consequently,  the  dividends  are  received,  in  trust  for  him. 
To  decide  that  any  other  person  is  entitled  or  that  Donald 
Gordon  is  not  entitled  to  the  accrued  and  accruing  divi- 
dends of  the  stock  would  be  to  declare  that  the  trustees 
are  not  now  trustees  for  Donald  Gordon, 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  fFilliam  Forbes. 

The  win  directs,  that,  if  Donald  Gordon  shall  die  with- 
out issue  before  receiving  the  legacy,  the  16,666/.  135. 4^. 
is  to  sink  into  the  residue ;  and  that  residue  is  given  to 
William  Forbes.  Tbus  there  is  an  express  gift  of  the 
legacy  over  upon  the  happening  of  one  contingency.  Now 
the  authorities  decide,  that,  where  a  legacy  payable  at  a 
future  time  is  given  over  in  case  a  particular  event  hap- 
pens before  it  becomes  payable,  the  time  of  vesting  is  at- 
tached to  the  time  prescribed  for  payment.  Palmer  v. 
Mason ;  (a)  Herle  v.  Greenbank;  (i)  Mackellr.  Winter,  {c) 
Hence  it  follows,  that  Donald  Gordon  has  not  a  vested 
interest  in  the  legacy;  and,  consequently,  he  cannot  now  be 
entitled  to  the  dividends  of  the  stock.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances,  the  dividends  which  shall  accrue  in  the  in- 
terval between  the  death  of  the  veidow  and  the  vesting  of 
the  legacy,  must  sink  into  the  residue,  and  go  as  part  of 
the  residue  to  the  residuary  legatee.  Tbe  trust  for  Donald 
Gordon  is  of  the  corpus  of  the  stock  only. 

The  Mastbr  of  thb  Rolls. 

The  question  upon  this  will  presents  three  different  as- 
pects. First,  are  the  dividends  of  this  sum  of  stock  to  go 
immediately  to  the  infant  during  his  minority,  and  before 
any  transfer  is  made  to  him  ?  or  secondly,  do  they  belong 
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(«)  1  Atk.  505. 


ib)  S  Atk.  718. 


(c)  S  Yes.  jon.  5S0. 


376 


1833. 


GoROoir 

9, 
RUTHBRFORD. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

in  the  meantime  to  the  residuary  legatee  ?  or  thirdly,  does 
the  right  to  them  remain  in  suspense,  until  the  event  shall 
have  shewn  whether  the  legacy  is  to  go  over  from  Donald 
Gordon  or  not  ? 

This  testator  has  given  a  sum  of  stock  to  trustees,  who 
are  also  his  executors,  and  has  directed  them  to  hold  it  in 
trust  for  Donald  Gordon,  until  he  shall  have  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-five  years.  Thus  far  there  are  words  of  ex- 
press gift  to  the  trustees  only.  He  next  adds,  that  they 
are  to  transfer  the  stock  to  Donald  Gordon,  when  and  so 
soon  as  they  shall  in  their  discretion  think  proper.  So  that 
there  are  no  direct  words  of  gift  to  Donald  Gordon,  except 
through  the  medium  of  the  discretionary  transfer  by  the 
trustees,  and  there  is  no  fixed  time  at  which  that  transfer 
is  to  be  made.  If  he  should  die  without  issue,  before  the 
stock  is  transferred  to  him,  the  bequest  is  to  sink  into  the 
residue,  and,  as  part  of  that  residue,  will  go  over  to  fFil- 
Ham  Forbes.  The  vesting  of  the  legacy,  therefore,  must 
in  the  mean  time,  be  suspended.  For  these  reasons,  it 
seems  to  me  impossible  to  hold,  that  Donald  Gordon  can 
have  any  present  right  to  the  dividends. 

At  the  same  time,  this  mUch  is  clear, — ^that,  until 
Donald  Gordon  attains  twenty-five  years  of  age,  the  trus- 
tees are  to  hold  the  stock  in  trust  for  him.  Then,  how 
can  it  be  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  that  the  divi- 
dends are  in  the  mean  time  to  belong  to  fFilliam  Forbes  ? 
Surely,  if  the  residuary  legatee  were  now  entitled  to 
those  dividends,  the  present  trust  would  be  for  that  resi- 
duary legatee,  aud  not  for  Donald  Crordon.  It  has  been 
said,  indeed,  that  the  trust  is  of  the  corpus  of  the  stock 
only,  and  not  of  the  dividends :  but  the  testator  had  no 
intention  to  separate  the  dividends  from  the  corpus  }  he 
meant  generally  that  the  right  to  the  capital  should  draw 
to  it  also  the  right  to  the  interest.  The  will  contains  no 
intimation  that  fFilliam  Forbes  is  to  have  the  interme- 
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diate  dividends:  on  the' contrary,  it  states  in  express 
terms  what  interest  the  residuary  legatee  is  to  have  in  this 
sum  of  stock  j  and  that  is  an  interest  which  is  to  arise 
only  in  one  event— the  event  of  Donald  Gordon* s  death 
without  issue  before  the  stock  has  been  transferred  into 
his  possession* 

The  due  construction  of  the  will  is  this  : — ^During  the 
period  which  shall  elapse  until  the  trustees  think  fit  to 
exercise  the  discretion  reposed  in  them^  the  dividends  and 
interest  are  not  disposed  of,  and  are  reserved  to  await  the 
final  disposition  of  the  capital :  but  if  at  any  time  the 
trustees  transfer  the  stock  to  Donald  Gordon,  from  that 
moment  the  original  trust,  which  attached  upon  it  at  the 
testator's  death,  takes  effect  in  his  favour ;  and,  having  the 
principal  transferred  to  him,  he  becomes  entitled  also  to 
the  accumulated  dividends. 


William  Forbes,  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  con- 
tained in  the  will,  carried  on  the  trade  after  the  testator's 
death  :  and  the  bill  insisted,  that  he  was  a  trustee  of  a 
third  part  of  the  profits  for  Donald  Gordon. 


1823. 


OOROOV 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  clearly  of  opinion^ 
that  Donald  Gordon's  right  to  participate  in  the  profits 
of  the  trade  which  was  to  be  continued  with  a  capital 
taken  from  the  testator's  estate,  commenced  only  from  the 
time  when  he  should  be  admitted  into  the  partnership. 
William  Forbes  was  to  educate  and  support  him,  and  was 
afterwards  to  bind  him  apprentice  to  himself:  was  it 
likely  that  the  testator  should  have  required  William 
Forbes  to  support  his  own  partner,  or  that  he  should  have 
intended  Donald  Gordon  to  be  at  once  partner  and  ap-* 
rentice  in  the  same  mercantile  coiyrern?  Until  the 
oung  man's  apprenticeship  should  have  expired,  the  bu- 
iiness  was  to  be  carried  on  by  Forbes,  that  is,  by  Forbes 
lely  and  for  his  own  profit. 
Vol.  I.  3  C 
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FARQUHARSON  v.  SETON. 

Not.  C4.  fT^HE  defendant  Seton  put  in  his  answer  to  the  plain- 
Where  a  cause  -^  tiff's  further  amended  bill  in  the  vacation  after 
was  not  proceed-  Michaelmas  Term  1822,  and^  the  plaintiff  not  having  pro- 

ed  in  for  three     ^^^^a   obtained  the  common  order  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
clear  terms  after  \  .        .       ,  ..  -.»«..,« 

answer  the         ^^^^  ®'  prosecution  m  the  vacation  after  Trmity  Term 

common  order     1823,    A  motion  was  now  made  to  discharge  the  order 

to  dismiss  the      y^^  ^osts  for  irregularity, 
bill  for  want  of 
prosecution,  ob- 
tained by  the  Mr.  ^g€tr,  in  support  of  the  motion^  contended,  that 

defendant  in  the  the  order  was  irregular,  insisting  upon  the  plaintiff  having 

vacation  after      y^^^  entitled  to  three  clear  terms,  and  the  vacation  after 
the  third  term,  ,       ••       ,  »»       .    j 

was  held  to  be      ^'^^  ^^^  term,  to  proceed  with   the  cause.    He  cited 

regular.  Matigleman  v.  ProBseTy  {a)  and  Ftndlay  v.  Wood*  {b) 

Mr.  Palmer  against  the  motion. 

The  iiORD  Chancellor^  having  consulted  the  Rq^istiar, 
sidd  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  the  vacation ;  but,  it  being  stated  that  a  mis- 
understanding had  prevailed  as  to  the  practice.  His  Lord- 
ship disdiarged  the  order,  the  plaintiff  paying  the  costs. 

(a)  S  B.  C.  C.  191.  (b)  I  Y.  &  B.  499. 
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Bbtwbbn  CHARLES  SHEPHERD  and  THOMAS  AD- 
LINGTON,  on  behalf  of  themselves,  and  all 
other  the  Creditors  of  JAMES  STRANGE, 
JAMES  DASHWOOD,  JOHN  AGNEW,  and 
GEORGE  PEACOCKE,  Plaintiffs  j 

AND 

JOHN  TOWGOOD,JOHN  1NGRAM,JAMES 
STRANGE,  JAMES  DASHWOOD,  GEORGE 
PEACOCKE,  and  EDWARD  HOWELL, 

Defendants. 


I 


Nov,  18,  2L 

N  1803,  the  banking-house  of  Messrs.  Strange,  Dash-  a  creditor,  mI  o 
wood,  and  Co.  being  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  makes  out  a 
James  Strange,   James  Dasfavood,   John  ^gnew,   and  P'^"'^/^^'^^^''^ 

_,  •«  ,       /    1  ,  .     .  of  misconduct  ia 

George  PeacocAe,  (who  were  the  partners  m  it,)  did,  by  trustrcs,  is  en- 
deeds  bearing  date  on  the  19th  of  July,  assign  and  convey  titled  to  a  d/- 
all  their  property,    whether  joint   or  several,  to  Tow-  ^^^^  ^^^*  *^^^> 

sn&II  ac~ 

goody   Ingram,    and  Burrowes,  their  heirs,   executors,  count  for  wLat- 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  certain  trusts.      These  •vcrthey  niin;ht 
trusts,  in  substance,  were,  that  the  property  should  be  might  have  rc- 
gotten  in  and  sold  3  that,  out  of  the  produce  of  the  sepa-  ^^T^   T\  ^^' 
rate  estate  of  each  partner,  his   separate  debts   should  fault  or  neglrrt; 
be  paid  rateably,  and  the  surplus  of  it  (if  any)   carried  though.inaprior 
over  to    the   partnership  funds  — that    the  partnership  8"«t  instituted  ^)y 
funds   should  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  joint  ere-  ^^^  conducted 
ditors  rateably — that  the  surplus  (if  any)  of  the  share  of  without  coUu- 
each  partner  in  the  joint  funds  should  go  in  discharge  of  **®°»  *  common 
such  of  that  partner's  separate  debts  as  had  not  been  previ-  . , 

,  ^  account  has 

ously  satisfied  out  of  his  separate  estate — ^and  that  the  been  previously 
ultimate  surplus  should  be  paid  to  the  four  partners  in  made  against 
such  proportions  as  might  be  according  to  their  several 
rights.    The  first  dividend  was  to  be  made,  whenever  the 

2C2 
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trustees  should  have  money  enough  to  pay  four  shillings 
in  the  pound  upon  the  debts  5  and  further  payments  were 
to  follow  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  funds  should  be 
realized  sufficient  to  yield  one  shilling  in  the  pound.  The 
trustees  were  likewise  invested  with  various  powers^  one 
of  which  was,  "  to  settle  and  agree  with  any  of  the  credi- 
tors, whose  respective  debts  together  do  not  amount  to 
more  than  3,000{.,  and  to  make  them  such  payment  or 
compensation  for  the  same  by  way  of  composition  as  they 
may  respectively  agree  to  accept/'  On  the  other  hand, 
the  creditors,  who  were  parties  to  the  deed,  agreed  not  to 
institute  any  suit  or  action  (except  under  the  deed  of 
trust)  for  the  recovery  of  their  debts ;  and  they  granted 
to  the  four  partners  a  license,  which  was  to  be  in  force 
until  the  trustees  should  declare  it  to  have  ceased,  to  go 
about  their  affairs  without  impediment  to  their  persons  or 
subsequently  acquired  property. 


Towgood  and  Ingram^  but  principally  the  former,  acted 
in  the  execution  of  the  trust.  In  May  1805,  a  dividend 
of  two  shillings  and  sixpence  in  the  pound  was  paid. 


At  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  trust.  Strange, 
Dashwoody  AgneiVy  and  Peacocke  werQ  indebted  to  Lord 
Viscount  Ans€ny  both  in  a  considerable  sum  secured  by 
their  joint  and  several  bond^  and  also  on  a  balance  due 
upon  his  banking  account.  In  June  1805,  &is  Lordship 
filed  a  bill,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  creditors, 
against  the  trustees  and  other  necessary  parties,  praying 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  Strangers  separate  es- 
tate and  separate  debts — ^that  the  sum  due  to  him.  Lord 
Anson,  on  the  joint  and  several  bond  might  be  discharged 
out  of  that  separate  estate — ^that  an  account  might  like- 
wise be  taken  of  the  trust  property  which  had  come  into 
the  hands  of  the  trustees,  and  of  their  payments  in  ret- 
pect  thereof — and  that  the  deed  of  trust  might  be  carried 
into  execution  under  the  direction  of  the  conrt« 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY- 


381 


la  181 1>  the  trustees  compromised  this  suit  by  paying 
Liord  Ansoti  his  bond  debt  and  500/.  for  his  costs. 

On  the  9th  of  February  1819^  another  suit  on  behalf  of 
creditors  was  instituted  by  the  personal  representatives  of 
Lord  Anson,  along  with  some  other  members  of  the  same 
family^  who  had  claims  upon  the  trust  property.  The  bill 
mentioned  the  former  suit^  and  the  termination  of  it  by  a 
compromise,  but  did  not  make  that  transaction  a  ground 
of  charging  the  trustees  with  negligence  or  misconduct ; 
and  it  prayed^  among  other  things,  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  all  the  joint  and  separate  estates  of  Strange, 
Dashwood,  Agnew,  and  PeacocAe,  which  had  been  pos- 
sessed or  received  by  Towgood  and  Ingram,  or,  without 
their  wilful  neglect  or  default,  might  have  been  received 
by  them.  In  that  suit,  John  Stevenson  Salt  was,  in 
Decanter  1819,  appointed  leceiver ;  and,  on  the  18th  of 
May  1822,  a  decree  was  made.  By  that  decree  it  was  de- 
clared, that  the  deeds  of  the  19th  of  July  1803  ought  to 
be  established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into  execu- 
tion ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Master  should  take  an 
account  of  the  joint  and  separate  estates  of  Strange,  Dash- 
wood,  Peacocke,  BudAgnew,  which  had  been  possessed  and 
received  by  Towgood  and  Ingram,  or  either  of  them,  or 
by  any  person  or  persons  by  their  or  either  of  their  order, 
or  for  their  or  either  of  their  use,  and  how  they  had  ap- 
plied and  disposed  of  the  same — that  he  should  appoint 
new  trustees  in  the  room  of  Burrows  and  Ingram — ^and 
that  he  should  take  the  usual  accounts  of  the  joint  and 
separate  debts  due  from  the  co-partnership,  and  from  the 
individual  partners,  and  of  the  payments  which  had  been 
made.in  respect  of  any  of  those  debts. 


1823. 


Shbphbrd 

V, 
TOWOOOD. 


In  the  mean  time,  the  mode,  in  which  a  portion  of  Mr. 
Dashwood's  separate  estate  had  been  dealt  with,  gave  rise 
to  another  suit.  Upon  the  marriage  of  that  gentleman  with 
Sarah  Moseley  in  January  1786,  2^000/.  four  per  cent. 


V 
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1823.         bank  annuities,  and  a  sum  of  16,000/.  were  transferred 
^-^"V^^       and  paid  to  Mrs.  Betty  Purchase;  and  it  was  by  the  mar- 
SnBPHBRD      j.j^g  settlement  declared,  that  Mrs.  Purchase  should  stand 
TowGooD.      possessed  of  those  two  sums,  upon  trust  to  receive  the 
annual  interest  and  dividends  thereof,  and  to  pay  the  same 
to  James  Dashwood  during  his  life,  for  his  sole  behoof 
and  advantage.    The  annual  income  of  this  fund  was  re- 
ceived by  Mrs.  Purchase  during  the  whole  of  her  life; 
and,  after  her  death,  which  happened  in  1814,  it  was  re- 
ceived by  her  executors,  Burley  and  fFalcot ;  but  neither 
Mrs.  Purchase  nor  her  executors  had  accounted  to  the 
trustees  of  Strange,  Dashwood,  and  Co.  for  the  dividends 
and  interest  which  accrued  subsequently  to  the  execution 
of  the  indentures  of  the  19th  of  July  1803.     Under  these 
circumstances,  the  receiver,  in  1820,  filed  a  bill  in  his  own 
name,  and  in  the  names  of  the  trustees,  and  of  Strange^ 
Peacocke,  and  the  assignees  of  Agnew,  agunst  Dashtaood 
and  his  wife,  and  Burley,  the  surviving  executor  of  Mrs. 
Purchase,  in  order  to  compel  payment  of  those  dividends. 
That  suit  was  still  pending. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  in  November  1821,  by  two 
joint  creditors  of  Strange,  Dashwood,  and  Co.,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  Strange, 
Dashwood,  Peacocke,  and  Agnetv.  It  accused  the  trus- 
tees of  gross  negligence,  and  breach  of  trust ;  specifying^, 
as  particular  instances  of  misconduct,  their  compromise 
of  Lord  Anson's  suit,  and  their  omission,  during  a  period 
of  nineteen  years,  to  compel  pajrment  of  the  yearly  in- 
come of  the  fund  which  was  vested  in  Mrs.  Purchase, 
It  insisted,  that  they  ought  to  be  personally  answerable  for 
the  loss  which  the  estate  had  sustained  by  their  feilure  to 
perform  their  duty  :  and,  in  addition  to  the  usual  accounts? 
including  an  account  of  all  that  Towgood  and  Ingram^ 
vdthout  wilful  default  or  neglect  might  have  possessed  or 
received,  it  prayed  specifically,  that  they  might  be  charged 
with  the  whole  annual  dividends  of  the  trust  funds  re- 
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crelved  after  the  I9th  of  July  1803  by  Mrs.  Purchase  or         ig^s. 

her  personal  representatives,  or  with  so  much  of  those  v^V*^^ 

diyideods  as  ihey,  without  their  wilful  default  or  neglect,  Sbbtoied 

might  hare  received.  Towcoeo. 

The  defendant,  Towgood,  by  his  answer  contended,  that 
this  bill  was  altogether  unnecessary  and  vexatious,  and 
that  every  purpose,  which  was  sought  by  it,  might  be  fully 
accomplished  under  the  decree  made  in  Sir  George  Anson's 
suit. 

The  plaintiffs  did  not  enter  into  any  evidence,  but  relied 
on  the  admissions  in  TowgoodTs  answer,  relative  to  the 
compromise  with  Lord  Anson^  and  the  transaction  with 
Mrs.  Purchase^ 

Upon  the  first  of  these  points,  the  following  were 
the  principal  admissions  >^*^  that  the  trustees  did,  with 
a  view  of  putting  an  end  to  an  expensive  suit,  which 
had  been  commenced  against  them  by  Viscount  An- 
son,  to  enforce  payment  out .  of  the  separate  estate 
of  James  Strange,  of  the  amount  due  from  Messrs. 
Strange,  Dashwood,  and  Co.  for  principal  and  interest 
on  their  joint  and  several  bond,  pay  to  Lord  Anson,  out 
of  such  of  the  trust  funds  as  arose  from  the  separate 
estate  of  James  Strange,  the  amount  due  for  principal 
and  interest  on  the  bond,  together  with  the  sum  of  500/. 
in  lieu  of  his  costs  and  expences,  and  also  over  and  above 
the  dividend  of  2s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  which  was  paid  to 
him  out  of  the  trust  funds  beloliging  to  the  joint  estate  upon 
the  amount  due  to  him  on  his  banking  account  ;^-that  such 
payments  out  of  the  separate  estate  of  Strange  were  made 
to  Lord  Anson,  in  pursuance  of  a  proposal  and  agreement 
entered  into  between  this  defendant  and  his  co-trustees 
or  their  solicitor,  and  Lotd  Anson  or  his  solicitor  for 
putting  an  end  to  the  suit,  which  proposal  and  agree- 
ment were  made  and  entered  into  under  the  advice  of 
eminent  counsel,  and  with  the  sanction  of  some  of  the 
principal  crtditor^s  of  Messrs.  Strange,  Dashwood,  and 
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Co. ; — ^that  such  agreement  was  highly  advantageous  to  the 
creditors  of  the  said  estate^  and  particularly  to  the  joint 
creditors^  inasmuch  as  the  suit,  if  proceeded  in^  must 
have  put  the  estate  to  very  great  costs  and  expences, 
which  were  saved  by  the  means  actually  used ;  that  no 
bill  was  made  out  or  produced  shewing  ^  what  manner 
the  costs^  in  respect  of  which  the  said  payment  was  made 
by  this  defendant  and  his  co-trustees,  were  incurred; 
but  the  defendant  was  induced  to  believe^  at  that  time, 
and  now  believes,  that  the  costs^  which  the  trust  estate 
was  liable  to  pay  in  the  suit,  were  very  considerable,  and 
would,  if  ascertained  in  the  usual  manner,  have  amounted 
to  the  sum  of  500/.: — and,  that  the  suit  was  so  com- 
promised by  this  defendant  and  his  co-trustees  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  view  of  benefitting  the  trust  estate/^ 


The  following  was  the  account  given  by  TowgootTg 
answer  of  the  circumstances  under  which  Mrs.  Betty 
Purchase  and  her  executors  had  been  permitted  to  receive 
the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  two  sums  of  2y000L 
4  per  cent,  bank  annuities  and  16,000/.,  in  which  Mr. 
Dashwood  had,  by  his  marriage  settlement,  a  life  interest: 
— "  That,  in  the  year  1801,  Betty  Purchase  lent  to  the 
house  of  Dashwood  and  Co.  the  sum  of  6,357/.  15«.  4(i 
3  per  cent,  consolidated  bank  annuities,  and  the  sum  of 
2,000/.  4  per  cent,  bank  annuities^  part  of  the  funds  par- 
chased  with  the  money  settled  on  the  marriage  of  James 
Dashwood; — that,  for  securing  the  same,  Strange,  Dash- 
woody  and  Co.  did,  by  an  indenture,  bearing  date  on 
the  1 1th  of  March,  1801,  assign  unto  Betty  Purchase 
8,000/.  and  interest,  and  the  security  for  the  same,  which 
sum  was  due  to  Strange,  Dashwood,  and  Co.  on  a  mort- 
gage of  certain  hereditaments  in  St.  James's  Street  ;— 
that,  after  the  executidn  of  the  indentures  of  the  19th  day 
of  July  1803,  Betty  Purchase  made  proposals  to  this 
defendant,  and  his  co-trustees,  for  the  purchase  by  her  of 
the  life  interest  of  James  Dashwood,  in  the  two  sums  of 
2|000/.  4  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  and  16,000/.,  and  much 
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negotiation  on  the  subject  of  such  proposal  took  place; 
— that  it  was  proposed  on  the  part  of  Betty  Purchasey 
that  she  should  pay  5^000/.  for  such  life  interest,  and  the 
proposal  was  acceded  to  on  the  part  of  this  defendant  and 
his  co-trustees,  but  no  agreement  was  then'  definitively 
concluded ; — that  a,  further  negociation  afterwards  took 
place,   when  Betty  Purchase   proposed    that   this  de- 
fendant and  his  co-trustees  should  accept  the  sum  of 
6,357 L  i5s.  4d.  3  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  and  2,003/. 
4  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  secured  to  her  by  the  said 
assignment  of  the  said  sum  of  8,000/.  and  interest,  and 
the  mortgage  for  the  same,  as  part  of  the  purchase  money 
f OT  Dashtaood's  life  interest; — that  the  trustees,  having 
been  advised,  that  they  could  not,  under  the  powers  given 
by  the  indentures  of  the  19th  day  of  July  1803,  sell  a  part 
of  the  separate  estate  of  James  Dashwood,  and  take  in  pay* 
ment  for  the  same  a  release  of  a  debt  due  from  the  joint 
estate  of  Messrs.  Strange,  Dashtuood,  and  Co.,  declined 
that  proposal; — ^that  Betty  Purchase,  to  the  time  of  her 
death,  and  her  executors,  after  her  death,  received  the  divi- 
dends and  interests  of  such  part  of  the  two  sums  of  2,000/. 
4  per  cent,  bank  annuities  and  16,000/.,  as  bad  not  been 
advanced  and  lent  by  her  to  Messrs.  Strange^  and  Co. ; 
— that,  after  the  death  of  Betty  Purchase^  some  further 
negotiation  took  place  between  her  executors  and  the 
trustees,  relative  to  James  Dashwootfs  life  interest  in  the 
two  sums  in  question,  but  they  were  not  able  to  come  to 
any  satisfactory  arrangement,  and  that,  in  consequence 
thereof,  a  suit,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount  of 
the  dividends  and  interest  on  the  two  sums  of  2,000/.  4  per 
cent,  bank  annuities  and  16,000/.,  was  commenced  in  1820; 
— that  the  same  was  not  commenced  sooner  in  consequence 
of  the  negotiations,  which,  from  time  to  time,  took  place 
between  the  trustees  and  Betty  Purchase,  in  her  life  time, 
and  her  representatives  after  her  decease,  which  nego- 
ciations,  it  was  hoped,  would  have  led  to  an  amicable 
termination  of  the  matters  in  difference,  without  the 
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18^9*         necessity  of  resorting  to  proceedings  either  at  law  or  in 
equity." 


r. 
Towoooft.  Mr.  ShadweU  and  Mr.  Stephen,  for  the  plaintiflEs. 

We  have  made  out,  in  two  different  instances^  a  strong 
prifna  facie  case  of  misconduct  against  these  two  trustees. 
They  ha?e  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  omitting  to 
get  in  the  trust  property ;  and  they  have  expended  part 
of  it  in  an  improper  compromise  of  a  suit,  which  would 
have  forced  them  to  come  to  an  account.  Under  these 
drcumstances,  a  creditor  is  entitled,  not  merely  to  the 
common  decree  for  an  account,  but  to  a  decree  nuddng 
them  responsible  for  all  that  they  might  have  received, 
without  wilful  de£Ault  or  neglect.  We  admit  that  siuts 
are  not  to  be  multiplied  without  adequate  cause ;  that, 
after  one  creditor  has  filed  a  bill,  and,  much  more,  after  he 
has  obtained  a  decree,  another  creditor  is  not  to  institute 
a  second  suit  for  the  same  object;  but  we  now  come  for 
relief  which  the  former  suit  has  not  given,  and  could  not 
give.  The  decree  in  Anson  v.  Towgood  is  useful,  6o 
far  as  it  goes,  but  it  does  not  go  far  enough;  and  the 
object  here  sought  is,  to  extend  and  complete  the  inves- 
tigation which  that  decree  has  left  imperfect. 

Mr.  JBdme  and  Mr.  Daniel,  for  the  trustees. 

The  compromise  of  the  former  suit  is  mentioned  in 
Sir  Oeorge  Anson's  bill ;  and,  even  if  it  had  been  omitted, 
all  the  relief,  that  can  be  prayed  with  respect  to  it,  might 
be  had  under  the  eixisting  decree.  For,  if  the  payments 
made  by  the  trustees  on  that  occasion  were  improper^  the 
allowance  of  them,  in  the  trustees'  account,  may  be  resisted 
in  the  Master's  office,  which  will  necessarily  bring  the 
whole  subject  before  the  view  of  the  Court  or  of  its  officers^ 
The  inquiries  too,  which  will  be  prosecuted  under  that 
decree,  will  shew,  what  part  of  that  trust  property  has  been 
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gotten  in,  and  what  part  of  it  Is  still  otitstancfing;  and,  18^3, 
upon  the  report  of  the  Master,  such  further  InTestigatlon 
or  proceedings  may  be  directed  as  shall  then  appear  to  be 
expedient.  In  that  way  the  transactions  with  Beity  Towcood> 
Purchase  may  be  sifted  5  if,  indeed,  it  is  proper  to  discuss 
them  in  any  suit,  except  that  which  has  been  instituted 
for  the  express  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  rights  of  the 
trust  fund  against  the  representatives  of  that  lady.  The 
bill,  therefore,  introduces  nothing  which  was  not  pre- 
viously before  the  Court,  or  might  be  brought  before  it, 
in  suits  already  pending;  it  asks  no  relief  which  might 
not  have  been  had  in  the  prosecution  of  the  decree  al- 
ready pronounced.  The  sole  object  and  effect  of  it  is, 
to  throw  upon  the  trustees  the  oppression,  and  upon  the 
trust  fund  the  costs,  of  two  suits  instead  of  one. 

The  plaintiffs  have  no  evidence,  except  the  statement 
contained  in  the  answer  of  Mr.  Tawgood.  He  denies 
that  he  has  been  guilty  of  wilful  defiftult  or  neglect ;  and 
he  swears,  that,  in  the  two  transactions  particularly  alluded 
to  in  the  bill,  every  thing  was  done,  bona  Jide,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors.  What  more  could  be  required 
of  trustees  ?  how,  upon  such  a  state  of  the  evidence,  can 
it  be  assumed,  that  they  have  been  guilty  of  wilful  neglect 
or  default? 

Mr.  SugdeUy  Mr.  Pepysy  Mr.  Treslove,  and  Mr.  Turner^ 
for  other  defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  i^oo.  94. 

The  outline  of  the  case  is  extremely  simple.  It  is  a 
bill  filed  by  creditors  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
other  the  creditors  of  certain  persons,  calling  for  an  ac- 
count against  trustees,  to  whom  the  effects  of  the  debtors 
were  long  ago  assigned.  Had  the  account  sought  been 
a  simple  account  in  the  ordinary  form,  and  had  thei«  been 
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no  antecedent  suit,  the  decree  would  have  been  quite  of 
course.  The  difficulties,  that  present  themselves,  arise 
from  two  causes.  The  first  is  the  particular  nature  of 
the  account  prayed.  The  plaintiffs  are  not  satisfied  with 
an  account  against  the  trustees  in  the  common  form,  but 
desire  that  there  should  be  an  immediate  inquiry  whether 
the  trustees  have  been  guilty  of  any  wilful  neglect  and 
d^ault.  For  such  a  decree  a  special  case  must  be  made; 
and  it  is  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  there 
is  not  a  sufficient  case  made  out  to  entitle  the  plauntiffii  to 
an  account  in  that  form. 


Secondly,  it  is  said  that,— even  if  such  a  case  were  made 
out, — still,— considering  that  this  bill  is  filed  in  November, 
1821,  after  an  antecedent  suit,  which  is  at  this  moment 
depending,  and  has  been  the  subject  of  a  decree  pro> 
nounced  in  the  year  1822,  between,  substantially,  the  same 
parties,  and  directed  to  the  same  general  objects, — an  ob- 
jection arises  to  it  on  the  ground  of  the  unnecessaiy 
multiplication  of  suits,  and  the  consequent  aggravation  of 
expence  to  a  fund  like  the  present,  if  a  latitude  be  given 
to  creditors  successively  to  file  different  bills  for  the 
execution  of  the  same  trust. 


The  subject  of  inquiry  thus  divides  itself  into  two 
questions : — First,  supposing  that  this  were  the  first  and 
only  suit,  do  the  plaintiffs  bring  forward  a  sufficient  case  to 
entitle  them  to  the  relief  prayed  ? — Secondly,  do  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  prior  suits  constitute  a  valid  objection  to 
that  relief  ? 


In  order  to  entitle  them  to  the  special  relief  prayed,  the 
plaintiffs  bring  forward  two  transactions;  the  first  is  the 
compromise  of  the  suit  instituted  by  Lord  Anson  i  the 
second,  the  transaction  relating  to  Mr.  DcishwoodCs  life 
interest  in  certain  funds,  which,  it  is  alleged,  the  trustees 
have  not  used  due  diligence  in  recovering,  for  the  benefit  of 
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the  creditors.  What  the  Court  has  to  advert  tois^  the  facts  1823. 

relating  to  these  two  transactions^  as  they  are  detailed  in  ^^-^V"^^ 

the  answer,  with  all  the  qualifications  therein  contained.  StfiFMRD 


TOWOOOD. 


[Here  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  read  the  statements  of  the 
answer  relating  to  the  compromise  of  Lord  Anson* s  suit.] 

Now,  it  will  be  observed,  that  the  trustees  had  not, 
by  the  trust  deed,  any  special  authority  to  compromise 
suits.  They  had  authority  to  compromise  the  amount  of 
a  debt,  but  they  had  no  authority  expressly  given  to  them 
to  compromise  any  suit.  In  the  next  place,  as  far  as  we 
can  follow  analogy,  persons  standing  in  a  situation  some- 
what similar  to  that  of  trustees,  I  mean,  assignees  of  a 
Bankrupt's  estate,  are  expressly  prohibited  from  com^ 
promising  ot  instituting  any  suits,  without  calling  the 
creditors  together  and  having  their  sanction.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  any  such  meeting  was  held ;  it  is  expressly 
admitted,  that  the  compromise  was  without  the  privity 
and  consent  of  the  present  plaintifEs.  The  defendant  says^ 
that  it  is  stated  that  the  compromise  was  made  with  the 
privity  of  the  principal  creditors,  under  the  advice  of 
counsel,  and  bonafide^  with  an  object  to  save  expence. 
But  the  question  is  not,  whether  they  might  not  have  con- 
ducted themselves  substantially  with  a  view  to  benefit  the 
estate,  but  whether  trustees  can  be  permitted  to  act  in 
this  manner,  without  being  subject  to  further  inquiry 
into  their  conduct  ? 

What  was  the  nature  of  the  suit  which  was-  thus  com- 
promised  ?  It  was  a  suit  by  creditors  calling  only  for  an 
account  from  the  trustees ;  and  it  had  been  permitted  to 
go  on  for  five  years  without  any  attempt  to  stop  it.  In 
the  next  place,  the  trust  estate  gained  nothing  by  what  is 
called  a  compromise,  except  that  an  end  was  put  to  the 
suit;  and  that  was  purchased  by  the  payment  to  hord  Anson 
of  the  principal  and  interest  of  his  bond,  and  also  of  500/. 
ibr  costs— those  costs  not  being  taxed,  not  being  even  as- 
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certained  by  the  delivery  of  any  bill.  This  payment  is 
made  at  a  time^  when  all  that  could  have  been  the  result 
of  going  on  with  the  suit  would  have  been  an  inquiry  into 
the  conduct  of  the  trustees^  in  the  execution  of  their  trust 


How,  it,  in  general^  there  is  an  obligation  on  tmsteef, 
before  they  compromise  suits^  to  give  the  creditors  an  op- 
portunity of  meeting  in  order  to  consider  the  propriety 
of  making  a  compromise^  there  is  a  peculiar  propriety  in 
their  doing  so,  when  the  sole  object  of  the  suit  proposed 
to  be  compromised  is,  to  inquire  into  the  conduct  of  the 
trustees,  and  to  transfer  the  management  of  the  trust  to 
this  Court.  Besides,  what  did  the  trustees  gun  ?  That  suit 
was  not  more  objectionable  than  any  other.  Benefit  might 
have  resulted,  if  all  had  been  content  to  leave  the  matters 
of  the  trust  to  private  management;  but  con^ering 
the  number  of  creditors,  and  the  difficulty  of  keeping 
them  quiet,  there  was  great  probability;  (particularly 
when  500/.  had  been  pud  to  stop  one  suit),  that  another 
suit  would  soon  spring  up.  Accordingly,  in  1819,  other 
members  of  the  same  family  file  another  bill,  thus  in- 
volving the  estate  in  the  expense  of  all  the  stages  of  a 
new  suit.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  feel  that  this  is  a 
transaction  which  ought  to  be  inquired  into. 

The  next  point,  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  rely,  arises 
out  of  the  transaction  relative  to  DctshwoodPs  life  interest 
in  certain  sums. 

[Here  the  Master  of  the  Molls  read  from  the  answer 
the  statement  of  these  transactions.] 


Here  not  a  single  step  is  taken,  down  to  1820,  for  the  re- 
covery of  property,  condderable  in  amount;  though  not  only 
was  the  general  obligation  cast  on  the  trustees  of  making 
the  estate  productive  to  the  utmost  onbehalf  of  the  creditors, 
who,  trusting  to  the  zeal  and  activity  of  the  trustees^  .had 
surrendered  all  right  of  recovering  payment  of  their  debts 
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bttt  they  had  agreed  to  render  accounts  half-yearly  for  the  is^s. 

inspection  of  the  cesiuis  que  trust,  which  shewed  that  they 

were,  from  time  to  time,  to  make  the  property  avaikble  as      ^^™^ 

&8t  as  they  could.    Is  it  possible  to  state  that  this  is  not      Towqood. 

a  case  of  wilfiil  neglect  ?    In  the  year  1620,  it  is  said,  a 

suit  was  instituted  to  recover  this  demand.    But,  in  the 

first  place,  that  is  a  suit  by  the  receiver ;  in  the  next  place, 

it  is  not  directed  against  the  trustees  to  make  them  re^ 

sponsible  for  their  neglect,  but  against  the  representatives 

of  Betty  Purchase,  to  make  them  refund  what  has  been 

improperly  received  by  them  or  their  testatrix. 

The  difficulties  are  not  slight,  which  are  thrown  in  the 
way  even  of  that  suit  by  the  neglect  of  the  trustees  to 
assert  their  right  at  an  earlier  period.  But  its  existence 
has  not  the  smallest  beai'ing  on  the  propriety  of  the  pre- 
sent demand.  The  creditors  are  not  to  be  sent  round  to 
Betty  Purchase,  and  to  those  who  were  permitted  to  receive 
what  belonged  to  the  trust  fund.  They  faav«  a  right  to 
resort  to  the  trustees  without  the  least  reference  to  Betty 
Purchase,  and  to  make  them  personally  responsible  for 
the  consequences  of  their  neglect.  I  am  therefore  of  opi- 
nion, that,  supposing  this  to  be  the  first  and  only  suit, 
there  is  a  clear  right  in  the  creditors  to  extend  the  relief 
against  the  trustees  in  the  way  proposed  by  the  bill. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  existence  of  a 
prior  suit  constitutes  a  bar  or  an  objection  to  the  institu- 
tion of  another  suit  on  the  behalf  of  creditors  praying  ex- 
tended relief.  Substantially,  a  bill  by  one  of  a  set  of  cre- 
ditors, on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  others,  is  considered 
as  making  all  those  creditors  parties  to  it :  and  the  Coqit 
will  never  permit  a  second  or  third  suit  to  be  instituted 
for  the  same  object,  with  the  same  parties,  and  directed 
to  the  same  relief.  If  the  relief  in  the  first  suit  can  be 
extended,  if  expense  can  be  saved  by  incorporating  with 
the  suit  any  proceeding  that  will  avoid  the  necessity  of  a 
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1 823.  second  bill,  there  may  be  a  great  propriety  in  not  per- 
^■'^^'^^^  mitting  another  suit  to  go  on.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
Sbbfhsed  jjgygp  call  be  contended,  nor  is  it  the  law  of  this  Court 
TowGoos.  that  a  second  suit  may  not  be  rendered  necessary,  either 
by  collusion  in  the  former  suit,  or  by  the  inattentive  mode 
of  framing  it,  which  may  have  left  out  some  principal 
matters  of  charge  against  the  trustees,  or  by  the  omission, 
from  ignorance  or  negligence,  of  some  important  ground 
of  relief.  In  fact  it  was  so  decided  in  the  present  case  : 
for,  when  a  motion  was  made  to  stop  the  proceedings  in 
this  suit,  if  the  bare  circumstance  of  an  antecedent  depend- 
ing suit  constituted  a  good  bar,  it  would  have  been  stopped 
immediately.  It  was,  however,  permitted  to  proceed  to  a 
hearing ;  in  order  to  see,  whether  the  plaintiffs  would  make 
out  an  apology  and  justification  for  it  by  shewing  substan- 
tial novelty.  They  have  done  so;  they  have  correctly  sup- 
plied, in  important  particulars,  that  which  could  not  have 
been  introduced  in  the  former  suit.  That  creates,  on  their 
part,  a  fair  and  just  claim  to  relief  from  a  Court  of  Equity. 
Were  it  otherwise,  there  would  be  a  failure  of  justice.  It 
never  can  be  permitted,  that  the  priority  of  a  suit,  defective 
in  its  nature,  is  to  exclude  another  suit  that  may  intro- 
duce important  matters,  without  which  complete  justice 
can  not  be  done  to  the  creditors. 

The  question  then  is,  does  the  present  suit  introduce 
such  substantial  novel  matter  as  makes  it  fitting  to  be 
received,  supplementary  to  the  antecedent  suit  ?  And  is  it 
become  absolutely  necessary  ? 

The  proceedings  in  the  suit  of  Sir  George  Afuon^ 
appear  to  have  been  conducted  very  properly :  but  that 
suit,  though  it  introduces^the  compromise  of  the  former 
suit,  and  the  payment  of  the  500/.,  does  not  state  them  in 
the  same  way  as  .they  are  stated  here,  nor  as  matter  of 
charge  against  the  trustees.  On  the  subject  of  the 
transaction  with  Beliy  Purchase,    it  is   totally  silent. 


The  decree  was  as  follows : 

Declare  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
all  other  the  creditors  of  James  Strange^  James  Dash" 
woody  John  ^gtietVy  and  George  Peacockey  are  entitled  (in 
addition  and  by  way  of  supplement  to  the  account  which 
has  been  already  directed  by  the  decree^  bearing  date  the 
18th  day  of  May,  1822,  made  in  this  cause,  wherein  Sir 
George  AnsoUy  and  others,  are  plaintiffs,  and  John  Tow- 
goody  and  others  are  defendants,)  to  a  further  account  of 
all  the  joint  and  separate  estate  and  effects  of  the  said 
defendants  James  Strange,  James  Dashwood,  Oeorge 
Peacocke,  and  Edward  Howelly  or  either  of  them,  which, 
without  the  wilful  neglect  or  default  of  the  said  John 
Towgood  and  John  Ingram,  or  either  of  them,  might 
have  been  received  or  possessed  by  them  or  either  of 
lihem;  and  let  it  be  referred  to  Master  Stratford  (to 
Rrhom  the  cause  of  Anson  v.  Totvgood  stands  referred,) 
to  take  this  additional  account  accordingly;  but  the 
Master  is  not  to  take  over  again  or  disturb  any  ac- 
Xiunt  which  has  been  already  taken  by  him^  further  or 
Itherwise  than  may  be  necessary  to  let  in  any  charges 
f  wilful  neglect  or  default,  which  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
puse  may  be  able  to  substantiate;  and  let  the  Master 

Vol.  I.  2D 
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If,   therefore,   there  was   a   necessity  to  vindicate   the  1823. 

rights  of  the  creditors  on  the  two  subjects  I  have  men- 
tioned, there  was  unquestionably  a  necessity  for  another 
suit.  At  the  same  time  we  must  be  careful  to  guard  against       Towouod. 
any  unnecessary  expense. 

This  suit  must  be  supplemental  to  the  former  suit,  and 
incorporated  with  it ;  it  must  be  referred  to  the  same 
Master;  the  solicitor  for  these  creditors  must  have  li- 
berty to  attend  the  proceedings  under  the  former  decree  ; 
and  the  general  account  is  not  to  be  gone  into  anew. 
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1823.  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  whether  any  and  what  loss, 

^*^*^^*^^  and  to  what  amount^  if  any,  has  resulted  to  the  trust 
Shepherd  estate  of  the  said  James  Strange,  James  IhLshwoad, 
TowGooD.  George  Peacocke,  and  John  Agnew,  from  any  such  wilful 
neglect  or  default,  in  case  any  such  shall  appear  to  hare 
been  committed,  and  the  Master  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
state  any  special  circumstances  respecting  the  same  as 
he  shall  think  fit ;  and,  for  the  better  taking  of  the  ac- 
counts,  &c.,  the  parties  are  to  be  examined,  &c. ;  and  let 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit  be  at  liberty  to  join  in,  and  attend 
the  said  Master  upon,  the  several  proceedings  before  him, 
under  the  decree  made  in  the  said  cause  of  Anson  againht 
Tougood;  let  due  notice  be  given  of  such  several  pro- 
ceedings to  the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  in  like  manner  as  if 
they  had  been  parties  in  such  former  suit ;  and  reseire  the 
consideration  as  to  the  question  of  interest,  and  also  of 
all  further  directions,  and  of  the  costs  of  this  suit,  &c« 
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1833. 


Bbtwbbn  GEORGE   FRANCIS  TYSON,  Executor  of 
HENRY  ASPINWALL  deceased. 

Plaintiff; 

AND 

ROBERT  ALBION  COX  and  Another, 
Assignees  of  GEORGE  HENRY  BROWN 
a  Bankrupt,  and  SAMUEL  WALKER  and 
Others,  Assignees  of  JOHN  SISSON  a 
Bankrupt,  Defendants. 

r^BORGE  Henry  Brown  and  miliam  Price  having  ^*"''  **' 
^-T  contracted  to  purchase  a  set  of  freehold  chambers  in  ^^  j^j^  '  .  .'' 
Lincoln's  Inn  for  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  Brown,  in  the  month  and  several  bond 
of  April  1803,  borrowed  the  sum  of  1,000/.  of  Messrs.  ^^^  securing  a 
Walpole  Clarke  and  Suson,  his  bankers,  for  the  purpose  'j™  ^  d"to°^ 
of  enabling  him  to  complete  the  purchase ;  on  the  25th  of  by  his  bankers. 

April  1803,  Brown,  and  Henry  Aspinwall  as  his  surety,  -^f^^r  the  exe- 
cution of  the 
bond,  and  before  it  became  due.  A,  fiaid  money  to  the  bankers,  and  he  continued  to 
draw  upon  them  antil  hiii  banking  account  was  oyerdrawn.  Some  years  afterwards  an 
account  was  settled  between  A*  and  the  bankers  in  which  the  whole  money  secured  by 
the  bond  was  treated  as  remaining  due  from  A.  The  bankers  then  took  a  warrant  of 
attorney- from  *A,  for  securing  payment  of  the  balance  found  due  upon  the  settlement 
by  instalments  at  distant  periods.  Seveml  of  the  instalments  were  paid,  but  A,  became 
bankrupt  before  the  whole  debt  was  liquidated.  It  being  proved  that  B,  was  privy  to 
the  settlement  of  accounts  between  A.  and  the  bankers,  and  to  the  arrangement  re- 
specting the  warrant  of  attorney ;  held,  first  that  B.  was  not  discharged  by  the  time 
given  to  A.^^nnA  secondly,  that  the  bond  wat  not  discharged  by  the  course  of  paymentt 
the  money  paid  by  «tf.  to  the  bankers  being  applicable  to  the  banking  account,  and  the 
bankers  being  entitled  to  hold  the  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney  as  distinct  securities. 
Upon  the  occasion  of  the  bond  being  executed  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  pur- 
chased by  A.  were  deposited  with  B,  as  an  indemnity  against  his  liability  upon  the 
bond ;  ttie  legal  interest  in  the  estate  was  likewise  conyeyed  to  B.,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  he  should  also  hold  it  as  an  indemnity.  After  the  deaUi  of  B,  his  executor  delivered 
up  the  title  deeds  to  A,^  upon  a  false  representation  by  him  that  the  bond  had  been 
paid  off.  Held,  that  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  coold  not  be  compelled  until 
the  indemnity  was  worked  oat,  and  that  the  lien  opon  the  title  deeds  remained. 

2D2 
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189S.  entered  into  a  joint  and  several  bond  to  Messrs.  Walpok 
and  Co.  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  lyOOO/.,  with 
interest  thereon,  on  the  25th  of  April  1804.  Upon  the 
purchase  being  completed,  the  chambers  were  conveyed 
to  Aspinwalli  in  trust  for  Brown  and  Price  as  tenants  in 
common  in  fee,  and  the  title  deeds  were  deposited  with 
Aspinwallj  by  way  of  indemnity  to  him,  as  to  one  moiety 
of  the  chambers,  for  having  joined  in  the  bond ;  ^rora 
at  the  same  time  signed  and  delivered  to  Aspinwall  the 
following  agreement;  I  do  hereby  agree  that  Heary 
Aspinwall  and  his  heirs  shall  stand  seized  of  my  moiety 
of  the  chambers  in  Lincoln's  Inn,  as  a  security,  to  in- 
demnify him  the  said  Henry  Aspinwcdl  his  heirs  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,  against  the  pa3rment  of  the 
1,000/.  and  interest  secured  to  Messrs.  Walpole  and  Co. 
by  the  joint  bond  of  him  the  said  Henry  jtspinwall  and 
myself,  and  from  all  losses  and  costs  in  any  way  relating 
thereto.  Brown  had  an  open  cash  account  with  Walpole 
and  Co.,  as  his  bankers,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  bond,  and  the  balance  of  that  account  was  then 
in  his  favor.  He  also  paid  money  into  the  banking 
house  of  fFalpole  and  Co.  after  the  bond  was  executed, 
but  before  it  became  payable ;  and  he  continued  to  draw 
monies  out  of  the  banking  house  from  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  bond  until  the  end  of  the  year  1804, 
when  his  banking  account,  which  was  over-drawn,  was 
closed,  (a)  In  January  1807  a  settlement  of  accounts  took 
place  between  Brown  and  Walpole  and  Co.)  and  the  smn 
of  2,259/.  was  found  to  be  due  from  Brown  to  Walpole 
and  Co.  on  the  balance  of  all  accounts ;  upon  the  occauoa 
of  this  settlement  the  whole  of  the  1,000/.  secured  by  the 
bond  was  treated  as  a  debt  remaining  due  from  Brown; 
Walpole  and  Co.  then  agreed  to  allow  Brown  time  for 
payment  on  his  giving  security  for  the  whole  balance,  and 

(«)  The  balance  due  on  this  account  was  independent  of  the  I,000<1 
which  was  placed  in  the  account  to  the  credit  of  Brawn  as  f^  IcdI 
on  bond. 
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Brown  accordingly,  on  the  23d  of  Jantiary  1807,  executed        ^  1S23. 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  fFalpole  and  Co.  to  confess  a 
judgment  against  him  for  the  sum  of  2,259/.,  payable  by 
instalments,  on  the  25th  of  March  1807,  the  24th  of  De- 
cember 1807,  and  the  24th  of  December  in  each  succeeding 
year  until  the  whole  should  be  paid.    The  partnership 
of  JFalpole  and  Co.  was  afterwards  dissolved  by  the  re- 
tirement of  fFalpole  and  the  death  of  Clarke^  and  Sissofi, 
the  surviving  partner,  became  bankrupt.    At  the  date  of 
his  bankruptcy,  several  instalments,  which  had  become 
due  under  the  warrant  of  attorney,  had  been  paid   by 
Broumf  but  the  sum  of  1,100/.,  part  of  the  2,259/.,  was 
remaining  unpaid ;  after  the  bankruptcy  of  Sisson,  Brown 
also  became  bankrupt,  and  Aspinwall  died,  having  ap- 
pointed the  plaintiff  to  be  his  executor.    The  bond  was 
not  removed  out  of  the  hands  of  fFalpole  and  Co.  after  the 
execution  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  nor  was  any  con* 
veyance  executed  by  ^spinwall  of  the  legal  estate  vested 
in  him.    The  title  deeds  of  the  chambers  also  remained 
with  Aspinwall  up  to  the  time  of  his  decease,  but  soon 
after  his  death,  Brown  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that 
the  1,000/.  and  interest  secured  to  fFalpole  and  Co.  by 
the  bond  had  been  paid  off,  and  the  plaintiff  delivered 
up  the  title  deeds  to  Brown  on  the  &ith  of  such  Tepre-* 
sentation. 

It  was  prayed  by  the  bill,  that  the  bond  might  be  deli- 
vered up  to  the  plaintiff  to  be  cancelled,  or  that  the  plain- 
tiff, in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was 
liable  to  pay  any  part  of  the  1,000/.  and  interest  under  the 
bond,  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  a  lien  on  a 
moiety  of  the  chambers  for  so  much  as  he  should  be  held 
liable  to  pay. 

Brown,  who  had  obtained  his  certificate  under  the 
commission  issued  against  him,  was  examined  as  a  witness 
in  the  cause  oa  the  part  of  the  assignees  of  Siuon,  and 
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1823.  proved,  that  in  December  1806  he  had  an  interview 
with  Asfdnmall^  who  had  been  applied  to  by  Messrs. 
Gregg  and  Corfieldj  the  solicitors  of  fFalpoIe  and  Co.,  for 
payment  df  the  bond,  and  that  Aspinwall  then  told  him 
to  see  Messrs.  Gregg  and  Corfietd  on  the  subject,  and  do 
the  best  he  conld  with  them  \  that  he  accordingly  saw 
Corfield  on  the  subject,  and  made  the  arrangement  with 
him  respecting  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  that  he  after- 
wards  communicated  the  arrangement  to  Aspinwall,  who 
expressed  himself  perfectiy  satisfied  with  it. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Fice-Chancellcr  on  the 
27ih  of  Febniaty  1818,  and  a  decree  was  then  made,  by 
which,  the  bill,  so  far  as  it  sought  to  have  the  bond  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled,  was  dismissed  with  costs,  and 
it  was  declared  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  lien  on  the  title- 
deeds  of  the  chambers,  against  the  defendants  the  assig- 
nees of  Browfiy  for  the  amount  of  what  he  should  pay  or 
be  liable  to  pay  to  the  defendants  the  assignees  of  Sisstm  ; 
Brown's  moiety  of  the  chambers  was  ordered  to  be  sold 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  lien. 

The  plwitiff  appealed  froin  so  much  of  the  decree  as 
ordered  the  bill,  so  &r  as  it  sought  to  have  the  bond  deli- 
vered up  to  be  cancelled,  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  appeal  was  argued  by  Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Saqteii 
for  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Hixrt  for  the  assignees  of  SisMon,  ard 
Mr.  Wingfield  and  Mr.  Beames  for  the  assignees  of 
Brown;  and  the  Lord  ChanceUcr,  having  taken  time  to 
consider  the  case,  delivered  the  following  judgment. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is  whether  A^pimmaU 
was  entirely  discharged  from  all  liability  upon  the  bond  in 
consequence  of  the  arrangement  made  between  Broiwn 
and  WaJpole  and  Co.  There  can  be  no  doubt  tbat  he 
was  so  dischai^d  if  that  arrangement  was  made  without 
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his  knowledge  or  consent^  and  he  did  not  subsequently 
approve  or  confirm  it^  as  the  result  was  to  give  Brown, 
the  principal  debtor,  time  to  pay  the  bond  by  various  in- 
stalments.   It  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  Court  has  held  that  doctrine ;    it  was  much 
considered  in  the  case  of  Rees  v.  Berrington.  {a)    The 
question  to  be  decided  as  to  the  continuing  liability  of 
AspinweM  depends  therefore  entirely  upon  what  is  the 
fair  result  of  the  evidence  of  Brotofi,  as  it  does  or  does 
not  afford  an  inference  that  Aspinwall  knew  of  the  ar- 
rangement with  fFialpole  Sind  Co.,  or,  whether  he  knew  of 
it  or  not^  that  he  constituted  Brown  his  agent  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting  it.     Under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  I  cannot  think  that  the  Court  has  been  wrong  in  say- 
ing that  jtspinwall  was  not  entirely  discharged.    Con- 
sidering the  liability  of  Aqnnwall  to  have  continued,  the 
question  arises  whether  the  bond  has  been  wholly  or  in 
part  discharged  by  the  course  of  payment.    As  between 
Brawn  and  the  bankers,  the  settlement  which  took  place 
when  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  disposed  of  the 
question  whether  the  monies  paid  antecedent  to  the  bond 
becoming  due  were  to  be  taken  in  discharge  of  the  bond, 
or  to  be  applied  to  Brown's  account  current  with  the 
bankers,    and,  Brown  having  acted  in  that  settlement 
with  the  concurrence  of  Aspimoall,  it  appears  to  me  that 
there  is  no  ground  to  say  that  the  payments  ought  then 
to  have  been  taken  in  discharge  of  the  bond.    If  it  was 
not  then  discharged,  I  think  the  bankers  were  at  liberty  to 
consider  themselves  as  holding  the  bond  as  one  security 
and  the  warrant  of  attorney  as  another  security.    Another 
question  has  been  ndsed  whether  the  plaintiff,  by  reason 
of  his  having  delivered  up  the  title-deeds,  is  bound  to 
convey  the  legal  estate,  which  was  vested  in  Aspinwall  in 
trust  for  Brown,  subject  to  the  indenmity  of  Aspinwall 
against,  his  liability  upon  the  bond.    I  cannot  think  that 

(a)  S  Yes.  juD.  ft40. 
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1833.  .  if  a  man  delivers  up  title  deeds  upon  a  fraudulent  nusie- 
presentation  he  is  therefore  compellable  to  convey  the 
legal  estate  which  he  holds  as  an  indenmity.  My  opinion 
is  that  the  legal  estate  is  clothed  with  a  trust  to  indemnify 
the  plaintiff  against  his  liability  upon  the  bond^  and  cannot 
be  taken  out  of  his  hands  till  that  indemnity  is  worked 
out.  The  consequence  is  that  this  decree  must  be  af- 
firmed, (a) 

Decree  affirmed. 

(a)  The  latter  part  of  the  judgiueat  seems  to  have  proceeded  upon 
the  suppositioa  that  the  legal  estate  id  the  chambers  was  vesUd 
in  the  plaintiff;  but  it  did  not  appear  upon  the  pleadings  that  the 
plaintiff  was  either  devisee  or  heir  at  law  of  Atpinwatt, 
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^  ^N  the  3th  of  August,  Mr.  RaphueL  the  solicitor  of 
A  solicitor,  who  ^   ^ 


JwOVCnbCT  so. 

has  declined  to  ^^  *^®  plaintiff,  Wrote  to  him  a  letter,  in  which  he  said, 
proceed  with  a  ^^  I  have  assigned  over  your  business,,  with  others,  to  Mr. 
c^Dse,    will  be  Betholme  who  has  taken  my  house,  and  who,  I  doubt  oot, 

L-  u^n  '  r  ^"^.    will  do  ample  justice  to  your  concerns." 
his  bills  of  costs  ^     ''  ' 

are  not  paid,  to 

deliver  up  the      The  plaintiff  declined  to  employ  Mr.  Betholme  as  his 

papers    to    tiie  solicitor ;  and,  finding  that  Mr.  Raphael  had,  without  his 

present  solicitor  ,  i.         i  ,  ,.  / 

ofthe  party,  the  P^^^^X?  deUvered  over  the  proceedmgs  and  papers  odd- 

latter  under-  nected  with  the  cause  to  Mr.  Betholme,  he  desired  that 
tnkinftobold  they  might  be  given  up  to  Mr.  fFinter,  his  present 
thc™formeT^  so^  solicitor.    Mr.  Raphael  at  first  promised  that  they  shonld 

licitor*s  lien,  for 

what  shall  be  found  due  to  him  on  the  taxation  ofthe  bills. 

An  ofier  on  the  part  of  the  former  solicitor,  after  the  motion  is  made,  to  proceed 
with  the  came,  will  not  prevent  the  Court  from  ordering  him  to  deliver  op  the 
papers  on  the  terms  mentioned  above. 
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be  put  into  Mr.  fFmier's  hands ;   but  he  afterwards  re-  189S- 

fiised  to  deliver  them  up,  till  his  bills  of  costs  were  paid ;      Colboratb 
and  the  want  of  them  was  highly  inconvenient  to  the  *^* 

plaintiff  by  preventing  the  due  prosecution  of  the  in- 
quiries which  were  going  on  in  the  Master's  office. 

Mr.  Hart  for  the  plaintiff,  moved,  that  Mr.  Raphael  • 
might  be  ordered  to  deliver  to  Mr.  Winter ^  within  a  week, 
all  the  proceedings,  papers,  &c.  in  his  custody  which  be- 
longed to  Col^ravej  or  related  to  the  suit.  Winter  under- 
taking to  hold  them  subject  to  RaphaeFs  lien,  and  that 
the  bills  might  be  referred  for  taxation  on  the  usual 
temis. 

Mr.  Raphael,  in  his  affidavit,  stated,  that  it  had  been 
and  was  his  intention  to  continue  to  superintend  the 
business. 

Mr.  TVeslove,  against  the  motion. 

Mr.  Raphael  was  willing  to  superintend  the  suit,  so 
that  the  client  would  still  have  the  benefit  of  his  responsi- 
bility and  attention.  Even  if  he  had  absolutely  declined  to 
proceed,  the  only  order  that  could  be  made  against  him 
would  be,  that  he  should  produce  the  papers  for  the  use 
of  the  plaintiff,  Commerell  v.  Poynton.  (a)  Papers,  on 
which  a  solicitor  has  a  lien,  are  never  taken  out  of  his 
hands,  till  his  bills  of  coste  are  paid ;  at  least,  the  sum  due 
to  him  must  be  paid  into  Court,  before  he  is  required  to 
part  with  the  papers. 

The  Lord  Chancbllob. 

A  solicitor  cannot  assign  over  a  client,  or  a  client's  bu- 
fliness.    I  formerly  thought  that  these  bargains,  by  which 
one  solicitor  assigns  his  business  over  to  another,  were  con- 
ic) 1  Swanst  1. 
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colegravs 
Mavlit. 
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tniry  to  public  policy.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  en* 
tertained  a  different  opinion^  on  the  ground  that  the  dieot 
could  say,  ^'  my  business  shall  not  be  so  assigned."  i 
doubt,  however,  whether  the  Court,  in  coming  to  such  a 
conclusion,  recollected  sufficiently  the  situation  in  which 
a  client  generally  is,  when  a  recommendation,  purchased 
with  money,  is  thus  urged  upon  him. 

I  look  upon  Mr.  Raphael  as  having  dissolved  the  con- 
nection of  solicitor  and  client;  for  it  is  not  enough,  that 
he  was  willing  to  superintend  the  plaintiff's  business.  Now^ 
where  the  solicitor  discharges  himself,  the  rule  is  quite 
different  from  what  it  is  where  the  solicitor  is  discharged 
by  the  client.  I  remember,  the  Court  'of  Common  Pleas 
held,  that  an  attorney,  if  he  refused  to  go  on  with  the  bu^- 
nesB,  should  not  recover  for  the  part  which  he  had  done. 
As  to  requiring  the  party  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  costs 
into  court,  that  is  a  term  which  I  will  not  impose ;  for  it 
is  a  term  with  which  not  one  half  of  the  suitors  could 
comply.  So  far  as  the  use  of  papers  is  concerned,  the 
suitor,  when  his  solicitor  discharges  himself,  must  have  his 
business  conducted  with  as  much  ease  and  celerity,  and  as 
little  expence,  as  if  the  connection  of  solicitor  and  client 
had  not  been  dissolved. 


Mr.  Treslove,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Raphael^  now  offered, 
that  Mr.  Raphael  should  proceed  with  the  cause. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 


How  can  Mr.  Raphael  now  offer  to  proceed  with  the 
cause  ?  He  has  assigned  his  business.  The  papers  must  be 
given  up  to  Mr.  fFinter,  on  his  signing  a  receipt  for  them^ 
and  undertaking  to  hold  them^  subject  to  Mr.  Reg^haers 
lien. 
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The  Order  made  was  aa  follows,   ^^  His  Lordship  doth  ig^, 

order  that  Mr.  John  Raphael,  the  late  solicitor  in  this        v^V^^ 
cause  for  the  plaintiff,  do,  within  a  week,  deliver,  upon      Colmbate 
oath,  to  James  Winter,  the  present  solicitor  in  this  cause        Manlit. 
for  the  plaintiff,  all  the  proceedings  in  this  cause,  and  all 
sudi  deeds,  evidences,  papers  and  writings  whatsoever,  as 
have  come  into- the  possession  or  custody  of  the  mAJohn 
Raphael,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  which  relate  to  . 
this  cause  $  the  sidd  James  Winter  ^ving  a  receipt  to 
John  Raphael  lot  the  said  deeds,  evidences,  papers,  and 
TVfitii^,  and  undertaking  to  hold  the  same,  when  so 
delivered  to  him,  subject  to  the  lien  of  John  Raphael, 
for  the  amount  of  what  shall  be  found  due  to  him  upon 
the  taxation  of  his  bills  of  costs,  and  until  such  amount 
shall  be  paid  to  John  Raphael:  and,  the  plaintiff  sub- 
mitting to  pay  to  John  Raphael  what  shall  appear  to  be 
due  to  him  on  taxation  of  his  biUs  of  costs  delivered,  it  is 
ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  sud 
bills  of  costs,  &c/^  with  the  usual  directions. 

Reg.  Lib.  1823.  A.  151, 152. 
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At  tbb  RoisiA  FERRAND  v.'  PELHAM. 

November  89. 

After  a  plea  fTlO  aa  amended  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  the 
overruled,  an  or-    J^  defendant,  having  obtained  an  order  for  a  month's  time 
r  obtained  ^  pl^^^^  answer,  or  demur,  not  demurring  alone,  pat  in  a 
as  of  course,  is  plea  alleging,  that  the  original  cause,  which  the  bill  sought  to 
irregular,  revive,  had  become  abated  in  1805,  and  that  no  proceed- 

ings had  since  been  had  in  it.    On  the  3d  of  November, 
the  plea  was  over-ruled  by  the  Fice- Chancellor. 

The  defendant  then  obtained  as  of  course,  by  petition 
at  the  Rolls,  an  order  for  a  month's  time  to  answer. 

The  plaintiff  now  presented  a  petition  praying  that  the 
order  might  be  discharged  as  irregular, 

Mr.  Skirrow  for  the  petition,  cited  Jones  v.  Saxby  (a), 
and  referred  to  Griffith  v.  fTood  (b) . 

Mr,  Pepys,  contra,  contended,  that  the  practice  always 
had  been,  that  a  defendant  might  obtain,  as  of  course, 
one  order  for  time  to  answer,  after  a  plea  or  demurrer 
overruled. 

Mr.  Lovat,  amicus  curiiB,  referred  to  the  case  of  Trim 
V.  Baker  (c),  as  deciding,  that,  afl;er  a  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, it  was  not  of  course  to  obtiun  an  order  for  time  to 
answer. 

Mr.  Pepys  answered,  that,  even  if  such  a  rule  had  been 
laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  case  of  a  de- 
murrer over-ruled,  it  did  not  apply  to  a  plea.  A  plea  was, 

(a)  1  Swanst  194.  (»)  l  Yes.  &  B.  Ml.  (e)  See  supra,  853. 
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in  many  respects,  considered  as  an  answer,  and  had  no- 
thing in  common  with  a  demurrer. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

We  have,  in  this  branch  of  the  court,  many  precedents 
of  orders  for  a  month's  time  to  answer,  granted  upon  peti- 
tion of  course,  after  a  demurrer  or  plea  over-ruled ;  and  I 
doubt  whether  the  Z^ord  Chancellor  was  aware  of  the  ex- 
istence of  these  authorities,  when  the  point  now  in  dis- 
cussion was  brought  before  him.  However^  I  must  yield 
to  the  authority  of  Lord  Eldon's  decision,  even  if,  when 
he  made  it,  he  had  not  the  full  series  of  authorities  before 
him. 

Let  the  order  be  discharged  but  without  costs ;  and  let 
no  proceedings' be  taken  against  the  defendant  till  after 
next  seal,  in  order  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of 
making  a  special  application  for  time. 
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FssmAiiD 
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The  Lord  Chancbllor  afterwards  gave  the  defendant 
two  successive  orders  for  time  to  answer ;  one  for  three 
weeks,  and  another  for  a  fortnight. 

Reg.  Lib.  1823.  A.  230-389. 


GAREY  V.  WHITTINGHAM.  At  tbb  Rolls. 

November  89. 

THE  bill  was  filed  by  a  person  entitled  in  remainder     A  party,  who  is 
to  a  residue:  the  defendants  were  Mrs.  fFhitting-  *;7*^ ''J*'l * Pf" 

,       tition,  but  who 

ham,  to  whom  the  interest  of  the  residue  was  given  dunng  y^^  q^  interest 
her   life    to  her  separate  use, — her  husband, — and   the  in  the  order  to 

executors.  bemadc  opon  it. 

IS  not  entitled  to 
the  costs  of  appearing  on  the  bearing  of  that  petition. 
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189S.  Mrs.  fFhUtinghamy  wbo  had  answered  i 


her  husband^  presented  her  petition,  praying  that  the  di- 
Gakvt         vidends  of  the  fund  in  court  nught  be  paid  to  her ;  and  an 
^  WflnmoBAM.    order  to  that  effect  was  made. 

Mr.  Belt  appeared  for  the  husband,  who  had  been  served 
with  the  petition,  and  asked  for  costs. 

Mr.  ^gOTj  contra,  submitted,  that,  as  the  husband  had 
no  interest  in  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and  was  served 
merely  as  a  party  in  the  cause,  he  ought  not  to  have  ap- 
peared, and,  therefore,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  the  costs 
of  his  appearance. 

It  was  stated,  by  many  of  the  bar,  to  be  the  practice, 
both  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Fice-ChanceUory 
to  give  costs  to  parties  who  were  served,  even  though  it 
was  not  necessary  to  have  served  them,  or  that  they  should 
appear. 

The  Master  of  thb  Rolls. 

If  a  person  is  served  whose  appearance  is  not  necessary, 
and  he  chuses  to  appear  merely  to  ask  for  cOsts,  it  is  the 
established  practice  here  not  to  give  him  his  costs.  The 
rule  is  not  of  my  making.  When  I  first  came  to  this  seat, 
I  thought  the  point  of  so  much  importance,  that  I  consulted 
Sir  William  Grant  upon  it.  He  informed  me,  that,  in  his 
time,  the  rule  was  as  I  have  stated ;  and  I  have  foUowed 
the  practice  which  my  predecessors  have  established,  as 
being  the  most  useful  to  the  public.  A  contrary  practice 
would  produce  an  enormous  and  unnecessary  expense. 


The  order  recited—^'  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  and  for 
the  defendant  John  Felix  Whittingham  and  the  plaintiff 
this  day  attending,  no  one  attending  for  the  other  parties, 
although  they  were  duly  served  with  a  copy  of  the  said 
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petition^  and  his  Honour's  order  made  thereupon  :"'-Hind  it  igfs. 

directed,  that  the  dividends  should  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Whit-  '^■^V*^/ 

tingham,  and  that  she  should  pay  unto  the  plaintiff  the  G^^by 

costs  of  the  application.  Whrtihobax. 

Reg.  Lib.  1823.  A.  104.  ^ 


In  many  other  cases,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  refused 
costs  to  parties  whose  appearance  was  not  necessary,  but 
who,  having  been  served,  chose  to  appear  (a). 

(«)  After  the  death  of  Sir  Thomas  Pluroer,  the  practice  on  this 
point  seems  to  have  varied. 


M 


At  thv  Rolls. 
GRETTON  V.  LEYBURNE.  December  1. 

R.  Chippendale  had  been  Mr.  Gretton's  solicitor  in  a  ^^^   ^  ^^  ' 
suit,  which  commenced  in  1809,  and  ended  in  1817 :  amount  of  it 
Mr.  Chippendale  and  Mr.  Gretton  had  likewise  cash  trans-  has  been  settled 
actions  with  each  other.    On  the  7th  of  February  1818,  ^i^fj^^^®^ 
Mr.  Chippendale  delivered  his  bill  of  costs,  amounting  to  client,  and  part 
2,005/.    On.  the  18th  of  March  following,  a  meeting  took  of  it  has  been 
place  between  Mr.  Chippendale  and  Mr.  Gretton  Jun.,  who,  P*'*  "^  ^ 
his  father  being  then  very  far  advanced  in  years^  acted  as  the 'remainder^' 
his  father's  agent.    At  that  meeting  a  balance  of  JGiL  will  not  be 
was  ascertained  to  be  due  to  Mr.  Gretton^  on  the  cash  wdered  to  be 

transactions  5  and,  debiting  him  with  the  amount  of  the  ,       '  ™!**  ^ 

Decanse  it  con~ 

bill  of  costs,  the  balance  due  from  him  was   stated  at  tains  charges 

1^236/.  2^.  \\d.    The  account  was  subscribed:  which  would  be 

disallowed  on 
'^  Balanced  and  settled  this  day  by  us,  taxation. 

William  Chippendale,  SemHe,  an 

miliam  Gretton,  for  John  Gretton  and  self."      '"'*?  obtained 

-as  of  coarse   or 

the  taxation  of  a 
bill  of  costs,  which  has  been  settled  and  paid,  will  not  be  discharged  for  mere  irre- 
gularity, without  any  discussion  of  the  merits,  if  the  petition,  seeking  to  discharge 
that  order,  enters  into  the  merits  of  the  case. 
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184S^  In  July,  a  correspondence  took  place  between  Mr. 

^^^^'^''^^^  Gretton  Jun.  and  Mr.  Chippendale^  in  which  the  former 
V.  objected  to    items  in  the  bill,  and  required  to  have  it 

LiTBURffB.      examined,  and  the  latter  expressed  his  willingness  that  it 

should  be  looked  into.  Afterwards  Chippendale  offipred 
to  reduce  the  bill  to  1,20(V. :  his  offer  was  accepted; 
and,  on  the  1st  of  August,  the  following  memorandum 
was.  indorsed  on  the  account,  and  signed  by  both  parties, 
'^  The  balance  due  on  this  bill  was  1,236/.  2s.  1 1^.,  and, 
by  an  inspection  this  day,  was  reduced  to  1,200/.'' 

In  May  1819,  600/.  was  paid  by  Mr.  Gretton;  and  four 
bonds  of  the  father  and  the  son,  each  for  150/.,  were  given 
to  Chippendale^  payable  respectively  at  the  end  of  one  year, 
two,  three,  and  four  years.  Three  of  those  bonds  were 
paid ;  but  the  fourth  was  not  paid.  On  the  24th  of  April, 
1823,  an  order  as  of  course  was  obt^dned  for  the  taxation 
of  Chippendale's  bills. 

Chippendale  now  presented  a  petition,  going  into  the 
merits  of  the  case,  and  praying  that  the  order  of  the  24th 
of  April  might  be  discharged. 

The  affidavits  of  three  professional  men  stated,  that 
the  bill  contained  many  improper  charges  :  and  particular 
objectionable  items  were  specified. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Nortofiy  for  the  petition,  con- 
tended, that,  without  going  into  the  merits,  it  was  enough 
to  say,  that  the  bill  had  been  settled  and  paid ;  and,  there- 
fore, an  order  to  tax  it,  obtained  as  of  course,  was  irregular. 
Even  if,  upon  a  petition  regularly  heard,  the  client  conld 
succeed  in  having  the  bill  taxed,  still  this  order  must  be 
discharged,  Clutton  v.  Pardon  (a). 

The  Master  of  th£  Rolls. 

A  party,  who  presents  a  petition  going  into  the  merits 

(a)  Sup.  301. 
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of  a  case  and  desiring  to  have  an  order  discharged  on  the 
ground  of  those  merits,  and  who  files  affidavits  as  to  the 
merits,  which  call  forth  affidavits  in  answer,  cannot  be  per-* 
nutted  to  say  '^  I  have  a  preliminary  objection  in  point  of 
form,  which  makes  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  sub- 
stance of  the  case/'  If  the  solicitor  meant  to  rely  on  the 
alleged  irregularity  of  obtaining  such  an  order,  as  of  course, 
he  ought  to  have  presented  a  short  petition  confined  to 
that  point. 


409 


Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Norton 

Insisted  on  the  settlement  of  the  bill  of  costs,  by  a 
person  duly  authorized  to  act  for  Mr.  Gretton,  and  the  long 
acquiesceucc  in  that  Rettlement,  and  also  on  the  payment 
that  had  been  made,  and  the  securities  that  had  been  given, 
in  pursuance  of  it.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  was  in 
vain  to  point  out  particular  items  of  charge,  which  might 
be  too  high,  unless  the  over-charge  was  so  gross  as  to 
amount  to  fraud. 

Mr.  Some  and  Mr.  Rose,  contra. 

The  client  was  not  personally  a  party  to  any  one  of  the 
dealings,  which  the  Solicitor  relies  upon  as  a  bar  to  the 
taxation  of  his  bill. 

He  transaction,  which  took  place  on  the  18th  of  March, 
1818,  does  not  amount  to  a  settlement ;  for  there  was  at 
that  time  no  examination  of  the  bill  of  costs,  nor  produc- 
tion of  vouchers,  though  an  account  was  settled  in  which 
that  bill  formed  an  item :  and,  accordingly,  in  the  subse- 
quent correspondence,  the  demand  for  costs  is  treated  as 
still  open  to  examination.  The  bill,  therefore,  was  un  un- 
settled bill  on  the  31st  of  July;  and  the  deduction  of  a 
gross  8imi  from  it  on  the  1st  of  August,  by  which  the  ba- 
lance was  reduced  to  1,200/.,  but  not  accompanied  by  any 

Vol.  I.  2  E 
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examination  of  items,  cannot  give  it  a  more  binding  cha- 
racter. The  subsequent  payment  and  the  delivery  of  the 
bonds  were  extorted  by  the  apprehension  of  arrest.  Nothing, 
therefore,  has  occurred,  which  willpreidude  the  taxation  of 
the  bill,  if  we  can  she'w  pavticidar  iteins'of4nippoper  ch^ige. 
We  have  done  so ;  the  evidence  wliicli  "we  have  gi^en  of 
the  extravagance  of  many  of  the  charges  contained  in  the 
bill  of  costs,  is  decisive :  and,  in  cdses  of  this  kind,  a  court 
of  equity  infers  fmud  from  extravagance  of  charge. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  Langstaffe  v.  71aylar(a). 
Plenderleath  v.  Fraser  (i).     Crossley  v.  Parker  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  was  contended  that  the  order  for  taxatioh  ought  to 
be  discharged  on  the  simple  ground,  that  it  had ,  been  ob- 
tained as  of  course,  after  the  bills  sought  to  be  taxed  had 
been  settled,  and  payment  of  them  either  made  or  secured. 
I  thought  it  more  consonant  to  justice,  as  both  parties 
had  entered  into  the  merits,  to  hear  those  merits  just  as 
if  a  new  petition  for  taxation  had  been  presented,  and 
finally  to  determine  the  point  in  dispute.  If  the  present 
petitioner  had  failed  upon  the  merits,  and  I  had  thought  it 
right  upon  the  affidavits  before  me  to  make  a  new  order 
refering  his  bills  for  taxation,  it  would  not  have  followed, 
that  the  former  order  might  not  have  been  discharged  at 
the  same  time  that  such  new  order  was  made. 

On  those  merits,  this  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a 
case  in  which  the  party  is  entitled  to .  have  the  -  bill 
taxed.  The  right  of  a  client  to  have  his  solicitor's  bill 
taxed^  though  a  right  which  is  to  be  favoured  in  a  court 
of  justice,  may  be  waived ;  and  the  whole  point,  in  many 
of  the  cases,  is, — do  the  circumstances  of  the  dealings 
between  the  parties  amount  to  a  waiver  of  that  right? 
Work  and  labour  done  by  an  attorney  is  like  work  and 


<«)  U  Yes.  263. 


(b)  3  V.  &  B.  174.  (c)  1  Jac.  ft  W.  460. 
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labour  done  by  any  person  ot  a  different  class ;  there  is 
no  particular  rule  for  judging  what  is  final  settlement  with 
respect  to  a  bill  of  costs  more  than  in  any  other  species  of 
demand, — save  only  that  the  court  throws  round  the  client 
a  considerable  degree  of  protection^  so  that  none  of  the  or- 
dinary acts^  which  in  common  matters  might  operate  as  a 
sort  of  settlement,  shall  preclude  the  client  from  having 
the  items  of  the  charge  exambied. 

The  bill  of  costs^  though  not  delivered  tlU  February 
\S\9y  commenced  in  1809;  the  solicitor  and  the  client  had 
other  dealings,  and  there  was  a  cash  account  depending  be- 
tween  them.  In  March  1818,  a  settlement  took  place  of  the 
cash  transactions,  when,'  on  them,  a  balance  of  about  768/. 
was  found  to  be  due  to'Greiion,  Against  this,  there  was  a 
set-off  of  the  bill  of  costs,  charges,  and  expences,  amount- 
ing to  about  2,005/.,  which  had  been  delivered  some  weeks 
before.  The  two  accounts  are  settled  together ;  a  balance 
of  ly236/.  is  ascertained  to  be  due  to  Chippendale;  and 
Mr.  Gretton,  Jun.  signs  the  account,  ascertaining  this  bal- 
ance, as  balanced  and  settled.  Much  has  been  said  with 
respect  to  the  advanced  age  of  Mr.  Gretton,  who  was 
then  about  ninety  years  old ;  but  the  settlement  was  made 
through  an  authorised  agent ;  the  son  settled  the  account 
current,  and  there  is  no. attempt  to  dispute  it.  If  he  was 
competent  to  settle  the  one,  why  should  he  not  be  com- 
petent to  come  to  a  settlement  with  respect  to  the  bill  of 
costs? 


1823. 

GftETTOIf 
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It  is  contended,  that  what  took  place  in  March  1818, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  settlement  of .  the  bill  of  costs, 
becanse  it  had  not  been  preceded  by  a  regular  examination 
of  the  iteovs,.  and  because  .it  was  followed  by  communi- 
cations between  the  parties,  which  shewed  that  they  con- 
sidered the  charges  as  still  the  subject  of  discussion.  But, 
in  the  first  place j  an  interval  had  elapsed  from  the  delivery 
of  the  bill  long  enough  to  enable  the  client  to  look  into 
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the  reasonableness  of  the  charges;  and,  next^  supposing 
that  Mr.  Chippendale  voluntarily  let  him  in  to  exanune 
the  account,  what  is  the  effect  ?  Mr.  Gretton  has  an  op- 
portunity ^ven  him  to  examine  the  items,  and  to  consult 
professional  men:  and  the  result  is,  that  he  and  his 
solicitor  come  to  a  compromise ;  36/.  is  deducted ;  and 
it  is  agreed  that  the  balance  shall  he  settled  at  1,200/.  It 
was  argued,  that  the  deduction  of  36/.,  being  made  in  gross, 
and  not  on  account  of  particular  items,  could  not  be  re- 
garded as  a  settlen^ent.  But, — when  objections  are  taken 
to  an  account,  and  one  party  proposes,  and  the  other 
party  consents  to  the  proposal,  that,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
discussion  of  particular  items,  a  gross  sum  shall  be  de- 
ducted— ^when  the  deduction  is  accordingly  made,  and 
the  balance  ascertained  to  be  of  a  given  amount ; — the 
account,  which  has  been  so  dealt  with,  must  be  considered 
as  settled. 


The  transaction  does  not  stop  at  this  point.  In  May  1819, 
after  Gretton  had  had  full  time  to  consider  what  had  been 
done,  bonds,  payable  by  instalments,  at  distant  periods, 
are  given  for  the  balance  due  to  Chippendale.  It  is  said, 
that  this  was  done  to  prevent  an  arrest ;  such  an  allegation 
may  be  made  in  every  case ;  and  there  is  here  no  evidence 
that  Mr.  Chippendale  used  any  threats.  Nay,  three  of  the 
bonds  are  paid ;  and  it  is  only  when  the  last  becomes  due, 
that  an  application  is  made  to  have  the  bills  taxed. 

Probably  many  of  the  items  in  the  bills  would  be  dis- 
tiUowed  by  the  Master ;  but  that  is  not  enough,  after  such 
dealings,  to  give  the  party  a  right  to  have  the  bills  taxed. 
Items  which  would  be  disallowed,  do  not  amount  to  that 
fraud,  which  must  be  made  out,  in  order  to  subject  to 
taxation  bills  that  have  been  so  settled. 


The  order  for  taxation  was  discharged  with  costs. 
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BARKER  V.  LEA.  Atm^u^ 

Deeemker  9. 
A  testator  bo- 

A  TESTATOR  by  his  will,  after  giving  legacies  to  his  qaeaths  the  r«. 
brothers  and  sisters  therein  named,  bequeathed  all  s'l^Qe  of  his  pro- 

the  residue  of  his  estate,  as  woU  real  as  personal,  **  unto  all  ^^  *^  hw  nc- 

^  '  phews  and  nieces 

and  every  the  child  or  children  of  my  brothers  and  sisters  ^^  41,^1,  respoc- 

aforesaid  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  on  tivel  j  attaining 
their,  his,  or  her  respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twemty-  ^''•niy-five.wiUi 
five  years,  in  equal  shares ;   but  in  case  of  the  decease  of  bfa  trustees  shall 
any  of  the  aforesaid  brothers  and  sisters,  leaving  issue  bom  inthemeantime» 
in  wedlock,  then  the  child  or  children  to  have  and  enjoy  ■PP'jr  *he  profits 

the  same  share  as  if  the  parent  had  been  living  at  the  time   ^    «>'  n»»aie- 

.  ^  ^  nance ;  but  in 

of  my  decease ;  the  pnncipal  of  all  such  monies  to  be  em-  case  of  the  death 

ployed  by  my  said  executors  and  trustees,  and  the  sur-  ^^  ^^J  of  them 

vivors  of  them  in  such  way,  as  they,  in  their  discretion,  ""™""fd  "* 
,.,  ,  jii.  ,         *  without  issue,  he 

thmk  most  advantageous,  and  the  profits  and  produce  of  gjygg  yj^  shares 

my  sidd  residuary  property  to  be  in  the  mean  time  laid  of  those  so  dying 

out  and  applied  by  my  said  executors  and  trustees,  and  ""*®  ^*  survi- 

the  survivor  and  survivors  of  them,  for  and  towards  their  I^"  *^"\  J*  *® 

'  be  paid  at  tha 

maintenance,  education,  and  support  equally,  until  they  ^^xne  time  with 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  as  afore-  their  original 
said :   a&d  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them  •***'^»  firsts 
unmarried  and  without  issue,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  ^  ^j^^  j.^  ^^ 
the  part  or  share  of  him,  her,  or  those  so  dying  without  der  twenty-fivst 
issue,  unto  the  survivor  and  survivors  of  them  equally,  tt^married  and 
share  and  share  alike,  and  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively  |u     l  1       '* 
at  the  same  time  along  with  their  owh  original  shares/'      due  is  divisible 

among  the  snr- 

Bichard  Bousfield  Sims,  one  of  the  class  of  children  to  ''^^'^'^  ^^"^  !*:  , 

.  ,  tain  the  specified 

whom  the  residue  was  given,  died  unmarried  and  without  3^^  ^^^  ^^ 

issue    before  he  attained  twenty-five;   and   afterwards  niece  does  not, 

Sophia  Maria  Bousfield,  another  of  that  class  of  children,  «?«"*  ^^  ^^^ 

died  under  twenty-five,  unmarried  and  without  issue.  .^  ^^^  V'* 

^         '  acquire,  under 

the  clause  of  survivorship,  a  vested  interest  in  her  proportional  part  of  his  shara* 
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1893.  The  only  question  argued^  was,  whether  that  portion  of 

the  share  of  Richard  Botisfield  Sims,  which,  on  his  death, 
survived  to  Sophia  Maria  Bousfield,  became  a  vested  in- 
terest in  her,  and  WM  .transmitted  to  .her  personal  repre- 
•  sentative;  or  whether,  upon  her  death,  the  whok  survived, 
and  hot  merely  her  original  share,  to  the  other  residuary 
legatees. 

Mr.  Home  for  the  plaintiffii,  argued,  that  the  whole  of 
the  fund  continued  divisible  ^among  the  surviving  nephew* 
and  nieces,  and  that  no  interest,  whether  original  or  ac- 
crued, vested  in  any  of  theni  till  they  attained  twenty- 
five. 

Mr.  ShadweU,  contra. 

In  Pain  v.  Ben8on{a)y  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  '^  where 
a  man  gives  a  sum,  suppose  1,0001 ,  to  be  divided  amon; 
four  persons  as  tenants  in  common, 'and  tliat^  if  one  of 
them  die  before  twenty-on?  or 'marriage,  ^it  shall  sur- 
vive  to  the  other :  if  one  dies  and  three  are  fiving,  the 
share  of  that  one  so  dying  will  survive  to  the  other  three ; 
but  if  a  second  dies,  nothing  will  survive  to  the  remainders 
but  the  second's  original  share,  for  the  accruing  share  is 
as  a  new  legacy,  and  there  is  no  further  survivorship." 
And,  though  in  that  case  he  decided  that  the  accrued,  as 
well  as  the  original/  shares  went  over,  he  proceeded  upon 
the  manifestation  of  intention  which  appeared  from  the 
particular  provisions  of  the  win.  ^  The  words,  **  ihi  case  of 
the  death  of  one  o^  them  unmarried  and  without  issue,  I 
give  the  share  of  him,  her,  or  those  so  dying  unto  the  sur- 
vivors equally,''  are  a  direct  and  immediate  gift  to  the  per- 
sons, who,  at  the  time  of  such  death,  answer  the  descrip- 
tion of ''  survivors."  The  share,  therefore,  which,  upon  the 
death  of  the  nephew,  accrued  to  Sophia,  was  a  vested  in- 
terest in  her;   and  there  are  no  words,  which,  upon  her 

(a)  S  Atk.  80. 
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deaths  could  cany  it  A^jpf^cni  heV  personal  repreaenta-  i8Mi 

tives,  and  over  to  the  btfaer. nephews  and  nieces.'   -  ^iT"^*^***^ 


t 


Budge  y.  Barker  (i),  fFarlidgey.  CkoftekiU{c),  Fer- 
guson  Y.  Dunbar  id),  and  Wilmot  v.  fFilkiot  (e),  were 
cited. 

.     i 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

Where  distinct  legacies  are  given  with  survivorship,  the 
general  rule  is^  that  the  clause  of  survivorship,  unless  ex« 
tended  by  particular  words,  attaches  only  to  the  original 
shares  and  does  not  affect  the  accruing  shares,  which 
therefore  become  vested  in  the  individuals  who'  ate  the 
survivors  for  the  time  being.  That  rule  is  recognised'by 
Jxyrd  Hardwickej  in  Pain  v.  Benson;  and  subsequent 
cases,  .though  they  have  introduced  exceptions,  have  not 
broken:  in  upon.it.  .  The  principal  exception  is,'where  the 
disposition  is,  not  oi  separate  legacies,  but  of  one  aggregate 
fund,  which  the  testator  meant  should  remain  an  aggregate 
fund,  and  should  not  be  broken  into  fragments,  if  some  of 
the. persons,  to  whom  interests  in  it  were  given,  happened 
to  die. 

Now,  in  this  case,  the  testator  is  disposing  of  an  aggre- 
gate fiind ;  he  speaks  of  the  residue  as  one  mass,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  wiU  which  leans  towards  the  idea  of  se- 
parate subdivision.  He  directs  his  trustees  to  ''  employ 
the  principal  of  all  such  monies  in  such  way  as  they  think 
most  advantageous,  and  to  apply  the  profits  towards  the 
nudntenauoeof  the  children,  until  they  respectively  attahi 
twenty-five ;"  plainly  intimating,  that,  notwithstanding 

(3)  Ca.  Temp.  Talb.  1S4.  (tf )  S  Bro.  C.  C.  469.  is  the  note. 

{€)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  465.  {€)  S  Vesey  10; 


V^ 


Mr.  fFit^iJleld  and  Mr.  fFray,  for  the  trustees.  **^' 


Barkia 
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1S25.  intermediate  deaths,  the  aggregate  fund  was  to  lemaut 

entire^  till  it  were  seen  who  were  the  persons  entitled  to 
it.    If  any  child  died  under  twenty-five,  there  was  nothing 

I*sA«  which,  correctly  speaking,  could  be  said  to  go  from  that 

child  to  the  survivors ;  for,  in  that  event,  such  child  was  not 
entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  fund.  After  attuning 
twenty-five,  the  child  took  a  vested  interest  in  hia  ahare, 
and  such  share  could  not  afterwards  survive.  My  opinion, 
therefore,  is^  that  the  survivors  take  the  whole  of  the  residue. 

The  only  objection  to  this  construction  is,  that  it  gives 
no  effect  to  the  words,  ''  In  case  of  the  death  of  any  or 
dther  of  them  umaarried,  and  without  issue,  then  I  give 
pr  bequeath  the  part  or  share  of  him,  her,  or  those,  so 
dying  without  issue,  unto  the  survivor  and  survivors  of 
them,  equally  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  be  paid  to 
them  respectively  at  the  same  time  along  with  their  own 
original  shares/'  If  the  first  part  of  the  will  had  been 
ambiguously  expressed,  I  should  have  tibought  that  these 
words  afforded  a  strong  ground  for  contending  that  the 
original  shares  were  vested  interests^  though  not  payable 
till  twenty-five.  But  the  words  '^  on  their,  bis,  or  her 
respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty>£ve  years,"  are 
annexed  to  the  substance  of  the  bequest.  The  giBtM  were 
contmgent;  and,  in  the  events  which  have  happened, 
nothing  vested  in  Richard  Bousfield  Sims  and  Sophia 
Maria  Bausfield. 


The  Decree  declared  *'  That  the  original  abftTe.of  SopUa 

Maria  Bausfield,  in  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator, 

and  also  the  share  which  survived  to  her  on  the  death  of 

Bidiard  Bonufield  SSms^  did,  upon  her  ^eath^  survive  to, 

and  become  divisible  among,  the  siuvinng  nqpbews  and 

nieces  of  the  testator,  who  were  living  at  the  time  of  his 

death/' 

Reg.  Lib.  1823.  A.  123. 
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JAMES  V.  PARNELL.  At«i.H4.«.. 

THE  only  qaestion  in  the  cauae  was^  wheihtr  the  will     proof  of  the 
was  BO  proved^  that  the  Court  could  establish  it.  haodwrliiDg  of 

aa  attesting  wit- 

Tne  testator  had  been  dead  about  twenty-five  years.        received  under 

particular  cir- 
Two  of  the  attesting  witnesses  proved  the  execution  of  cumstances  in 
the  win,  and  the  hand- writing  of  the  third  attesting  wit-  ^  ^q^^q^  estab- 
ness.    That  witness  was  described  as  a  servant  of  a  Mr.  lishiog  the  will. 
Pamdl;  and,  upon  inquiries  being  made  of  a  nephew  of 
Mr.  Pamett,  who  had  succeeded  to  the  property  of  that 
gentleman,  the  answer  was,  that  nothing  had  been  heard 
of  the  witness  for  a  great  number  of  years.    No  inquiry 
had  been  made  of  the  &mily  of  the  witness,  as  it  was  not 
known  who  his  relations  were. 

Mr.  Shadwetty  Mr.  JUaupell,  and  Mr.  PTake/tdd,  for 
the  diflferent  paities. 

Powell  V.  Cleaver  (a),  Lord  Carrington  v.  Payne  (fr), 
Bemett  v.  Taylor  (c),  were  cited. 

Tlie  Mastxr  of  tab  Rolis  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
proof  was  sufficient,  and  made  a  Dedree  declaring  the  will 
to  be  well  proved. 

(«)  SBro.  C.  C.  SOS.        if)  S  TeKy  404.         (e)  9  Vewy,  181. 
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It  TBI  Eoixi.  RONALDS  V.  FELTHAM. 

December  9.      ^^^^ 

A  testfttor,  nnHS  ^t  will  of  George  SpongCy  dated  on  the  29tli  of 
haTiDg  first  di-    JL  October,  1821^  and .  not  attested  so  as  to  pass  real 
reeled    all    his  estates,  was  in  the  following  words  :  ; 
bMuetths  n'h's      **  Rrst,  I  direct  all  my  just  debts  and  fiineral  expenses 
copjhold  es-       to  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied ;  I  give  and  bequeath  onto 
tain,  and  all  his  my  wife,  Elizaheth  Spongty  all  my  copyhold,   freehold, 

property   what-  ^^d  leasehold  estates,  lying  and  being  m  J%Aam,  with 

soever  to  his  wife 

dnrioff  her  life,  ^^^  appurtenance  thereunto^  belonging,  and  all  my  pro- 

and  after  her  de-  perty.  Stock  in  trade,  fumiturej|  and  book -debts  whatsoever 
cease  to  his sur-  ^^  wheresoever,  to  hold  to ttiesaid  Elizabeih  Sponge  for 
and  appoinu  '  ^®'  natural  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  the  said  property 
J.  and  B.  his  and  estates  to  be  divided  between  the  surviving  children 
executors  t  The  of  me  George  Sponge.  I  nominate,  constitute  and  appoint 

dehu  are  charge-  q^^^^  Feltham  and  Joseph  Sadler,  executors  in  trust  of 
ed  on  the  copy- 

bold  esUte.  ^^^  ^J  ^^'^ 

The  personal  property  of  the  testator  was  not  sufficient 
to  pay  his  debts.  He  had  no  freehold  estates }  but  he  had 
a  leasehold  which  had  been  sold  by  his  executors  for  a 
trifling  sum,  and  a  copyhold  messuage  of  the  value  of 
about  800/. 

Hxe  bill,  filed  by  the  creditors,  prayed,  that  so  mudi  of 
the  real  estate  might  be  sold,  as  should  be  neoesaary  for 
the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts. 

The  devisees  insisted,  that  the  debts  were  not  made  a 
charge  on  the  copyhold* 

Mr.  Purvis  J  for  the  creditors,  cited  CUffbrd  v.  LewU{a)^ 
and  King  v.  Dmnison  {b). 

(«)  6  Mad.  S3.  (»)  1  Ves.  &  Bea.  SSO. 
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Mr.  Jeremgf   for   tfie  devisees,   dited   WilUama   ▼.         I8SS. 
Chitty  (c),  and  Powell  v.  Robins  (rf) .    The  words  were  not        ronaldi 
sufficient  to  charge  the  real  estates  in  any  cases ;  least  of  «• 

all,  could  they  charge  a  copyhold,  which  was  specifically 
devised. 

Mr.  LudhWy  for  the  executors. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Roixs. 

If  the  disposition  of  the  property  is  to  be  construed  in 
the  way  contended  for  by  the  devisees,  no  fund  would  be 
left  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  ;  for  the  bequest  to  the 
wife  and  to  the  children  comprises  every  thing  that  be^ 
longed  to  the  testator.  He  must  have  meant  them  to  take 
the  whole,  subject  to  the  pajrment  of  his  debts ;  for,  if 
that  was  not  his  purpose,  what  part  of  the  property  did  he 
mean  them  to  take,  so  subject?  He  has  blended  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  into  one  fund,  which  he  gives  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  his  children ;  but  he  has 
previously  directed  that  his  debts  should  be  first  paid. 
Until  these  debts  were  paid,  it  could  not  have  been  his 
intention  that  the  subsequent  disposition  should  take 
efiect. 

It  was  said  in  the  argument,  that  the  word  ^^  first,''  in 
this  will  was  nothing  more  than  the  ordinary  technical 
form  of  introductory  words.  In  reference  to  that  sugges- 
tion I  have  to  observe,  that  here  it  is  not  followed  by  other 
words  denoting  succes^on,  such  as  secondly,  thirdly,  &c. 

The  copyhold  is  charged  with  the  payment  of  debts. 

ifi)  S  Yes.  545.  (d)  1  Yes.  S09. 


I ,     ■  as 
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COLLYER  V.  DUDLEY. 

November  SS. 

nr^HE  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  two  executors,  praying  if  an  agent  does 
"^    an  account  against  the  Defendant  Dudley,  who  had  "^*  render  his 

been  the  solicitor  and  accent  of  the  testator.     The  other  . ,  ^. 

^  reasonable  time, 

executor,  having  declined  to  concur  in  the  suit,  was  made  he  must  bear  the 

a  co-defendant.  costs  of  a  suit  in- 

stituted to  have 

the  accounts 

The  testator  died  in  1816;  and  from  that  time  fre-  ^en-  and  it 

quent  applications  had  been  made  to  Dudley  to  render  will  not  be  any 

his  accoimts :  but  no  accounts  were  rendered ;  and  the  excuse  for  him, 

.  .        •■  r       1       -I  1  .1.  f  tbat  he  offered  to 

only  reason  assigned  for  the  delay  was  the  pressure  of        ^^  account  a 

business.     In  1821  the  bill  was  filed;  before  the  answer  gross  sum,  which, 
was  put  in,  Dudley  ofiered  to  pay  the  executors  500/.  on  it  turns  out, 
account  of  what  might  be  coming  due  from  him ;  and  ^J^  alTtibat^ 
on  the  result  of  the  account,  as  afterwards  taken  id  the  ^lue  fn>m  hinu 
Master's  office,  it  appeared  that  500/.  was  fully  equal  to 
the  sum  for  which  he  was  accountable  at  the  time  of  the 
o£fer  made. 
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182S.  ^  The  only  question  was  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Any  person^  and  more  especially  a  professional  gen- 
tleman, who  places  himself  in  the  situation  of  an  agent 
collecting  and  disbursing  monies,  ought  to  be  ready 
with  his  accounts.  Suspense  as  to  the  actual  state  of 
the  balance  is  most  injurious  to  the  principaL  For 
upwards  of  four  years  repeated  applications  were  made 
to  Mr.  Dudley  for  his  accounts ;  but  no  accounts  were 
Tendered.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  case  of  neglect  and 
delay,  that  he  offered  to  pay  on  account  a  gross  sum, 
which,  it  now  appears,  would  have  covered  all  that  was 
due  from  him ;  for,  besides  that  the  offer  was  not  made 
till  after  thd  bill  filed,  the  executors  had  a  right  to  have 
the  accounts  rendered  to  them,  as  well  as  the  balance 
pud.  The  delay  of  Mr.  Dudley  rendered  the  suit 
necessary;  and  he  must  pay  the  Plaintiff's  costs. 

The  executor,  who  is  a  co-defendant,  cannot  have  his 
costs ;  he  ought  to  have  concurred  as  a  Plaintiff. 
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SUMNER  V.  POWELL.  December  5. 

npHE  facts  of  this  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  report  The  represent- 
"*•    upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause  before  Sir  William  ativeofade- 

Crrantt  by  whom  the  bill  was  dismissed,  (a)     The  Plain-  ^,        ^    f.  j 
'  ^  -^  ...  *he  account  be- 

tiff  having  appealed  from  the  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  tween  him  and 

the  partnership 

The  LoED  Chancellor  this  day  delivered  the  fol-  ^^°«  ff"^  ^"^ 

-^  unsettled,  agrees 

lowmg  judgment  upon  the  appeal.  ^ith  the  surriving 

partners  to  assign 
I  have  doubted  much  whether  the  decision  of  Sur  f^  them  aU  his 

William  Grant  in  this  case  was  risht ;  but.  upon  consi-*  _.  .,^^» 

o     ^       ^    t'  ^     concern,  upon 

dering  the  case,  it  appears  to  me  at  present  that  his  being  paid  a  cer- 
judgment  ought  to  be  supported.     The  late  Mr.  Sumner  tsin  sum  of  mo- 
was  a  partner  in  the  banking-house  of  CasieU,  PamU,  °^^.'  T^  ^'l'^"^ 
^                                         ^  an  mdemnity 

and  Co.  ;^  that  partnership  from  time' to  time  admitted  against  all  claims 
new  members,  and,  during  its  existence,  two  gentlemen,  upon  the  partner- 
being  trustees  of  a  sum  of  stock  of  between  5000/.  and  •^^P '  ?^^  ^"^" 
,  _  -  ,       ,  ment  18  executed, 

6000/.,   executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  house,  the  money  paid, 

enabling  them  to  receive  the  dividends  upon  the  stock;  and  a  joint  cove- 

the  power  of  attorney,  either  from  its  being  so  intended  nant  of  indemnity 
11.  /%  /,.  ..  civen  by  the  sur- 

by  the  parties,  or  from  want  of  attention  on  their  part,  yj^jng  partners? 

authorized  a  transfer  of  the  stock ;  and  the  &ct  is,  that  Held,  that  the 

PaweU^  one  of  the  partners,  did  transfer  the  stock,  and  covenant  is  not 

apply  the  money  arisin£;  from  the  transfer  to  the  use  of  \^  ^  ?f  °"  ^ 

*^^  ^       ^  J  o   ^  ^  ^  .       m  equity  as  a 

the  banking-house,  from  time  to  time  leading  the  parties  joint  and  several 
interested  to  believe  that  the  stock  was  still  standing  in  covenant. 
the  names  of  the  trustees,  by  paying  them  the  dividends 
as  they  became  due  till  the  failure  of  the  banking-house* 
Before  that  event  happened  the  late  Mr.  Sumner  died, 

(a)  2  Mer.  so. 
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1823.  and  the  plainti£P  became  his  personal  representative.     It 

is  quite  clear  that  under  these  circumstances,  the  bank- 
ing-house being  debtors  by  the  receipt  of  the  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  stock,  the  trustees  and 
cestuique  trusts  became  entitled  to  proceed,  not  only 
against  the  surviving  partners,  but  against  the  assets  of 
the  deceased  partners,  till  their  demand  was  made  good 
After  the  death  of  the  late  Mr.  Sumner^  the  plaindfi^  not 
wishing  to  continue  in  the  concern,  came  to  an  artange- 
ment  with  the  surviving  partners,  by  which  he  was  to 
be  paid  two  sums  of  1500Z.  and  2750/!.,  and  to  have  an 
indemnity  against  all  claims  upon  the  partnership,  assign- 
ing to  the  surviving  partners  all  his  interest  in  the  cson- 
cem.  How  the  accounts  would  have  stood  between  the 
plaintifi^  as  the  representative  of  the  late  Mr.  Sumner^ 
and  the  surviving  partners,  if  thb  arrangement  had  not 
been  come  to  I  cannot  tell ;  but  such  an  arrangement  as 
I  have  stated  was  made,  and  then,  of  course,  if  proper 
care  had  been  taken,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  not 
only  an  indemnify,  but  a  full  and  effectual  indemnity. 
The  indemnity  taken  however  was  the  joint  covenant 
of  the  partners  who  remained  in  the  concern,  and  not 
their  joint  and  several  covenant.  Demand  being  after- 
wards made  in  this  Court,  it  turned  out  that  the  plain- 
tiff, as  the  representative  of  the  late  Mr.  Stanner^  was 
compelled  to  pay  a  considerable  sum  of  mon^  on 
account  of  the  produce  of  the  stock  sold  out,  and  by 
this  bill  he  claims,  against  the  representatives  of  die 
deceased  partners,  to  be  indemnified  under  the  efiect  of 
the  joint  covenant.  The  case  on  his  part  was  rested  od 
the  ordinary  doctrine  of  this  Court,  that,  where  there 
has  been  an  antecedent  joint  debt  due  from  the  parties 
to  a  joint  obligation,  this  Court  considers  the  obiigatioD 
as  joint  and  several,  and  pursues  the  assets  of  deceased 
debtors  until  the  demand  is  satisfied.  The  Master  (f 
the  BoUs  was  well  prepared  to  give  judgment  in  this 
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case,  the  subject  being  one  of  which  he  had  acquired  y^}^^ 
very  extensive  knowledge.  What  he  says  is,  that  where 
there  is  no  antecedent  debt  or  antecedent  liability,  a 
par^  taking  a  joint  covenant  or  a  joint  indemnity  must 
abide  by  it;  -that  a  court  of  equity  gives  no  more  relief 
in  such  csises  than  a  court  of  law  does ;  and  that,  there 
being  in  this  case  no  antecedent  liability  to  indemnify 
him,  the  plaintiff  must  abide  by  his  joint  covenant,  and 
can  only  go  against  those  against  whom  he  has  a  remedy 
at  law.  The  question  is,  whether  it  is  so  or  not.  I 
confess  I  have  felt  a  strong  opinion  that  it  was  difficult 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  case  of  antecedent  debt, 
looking  at  the  plaintiff  as  buying  his  indemnity  by 
taking  it  in  discharge  of  what  was  due  to  him  from  the 
partnership.  The  question  will  be  therefore,  whether 
the  case  is  not  reduced  to  this  —  that  in  order  to  get  rid 
of  all  sorts  of  difficulties,  the  surviving  partners  said  to 
the  plaintifi^  there  is  an  account  between  us,  take  the 
42502.,  take  the  indemnity,  and  let  us  have  nothing 
more  to  do  with  it  If  that  was  the  case,  it  comes  to 
the  question  which  the  Master  of  ike  BoUs  has  con- 
sidered. That  appears  to  me  to  have  been  the  case, 
and  therefore  I  do  not  see  any  ground  to  disturb  this 
judgment.  There  can  be  no  doubt  in  the  world  that  if 
this  covenant  had  been  a  joint  and  several  covenant  it 
would  have  done,  and,  therefore,  any  evil  which  might 
otherwise  arise  out  of  the  case,  may  be  avoided  by  the 
addition  of  a  single  word.  I  do  not  think  thdt  any  case 
can  be  found,  in  which,  where  a  joint  obligation  has 
survived,  it  has  been  carried  into  effect  against  the 
assets  of  a  deceased  obligor  in  a  case  of  indemnity. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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July  28,  89.  COOPE  V.  TWYNAM. 

December  3, 

Where  sureties  fTlHE  bill  in  this  cause,  amongst  other  things,  pmyed, 
ferent  instni-      *  ^^^  *  bond,  which  had  been  executed  by  the  plain- 

ments  for  equal  ^^^  ^^^  <^^^  Brice  deceased,  for  securing  to  the  de- 
portions  of  a         fendant  T}aDi/nam  the  sum  of  4002.  and  interest  payable 

debt  due  from        ^^  ^^  ^^^  o(  December  1814,  might  be  delivered  up  to 
the  same  prind-     .  „    .  .   -.  ..... 

pal,  and  the  sure-  "®  cancelled,  and  for  an  injuncUon  in  the  meantime  to 

tyship  of  each  is    restrain  proceedings  at  law  upon  the  bond, 
a  separate  and 

ti  th  ™**^"  '^^^  principal  case  stated  by  the  bill  in  support  of  the 
right  of  contribu-  '^^^^^  prayed  respecting  the  bond  was,  that  in  At^uU 
tion  between  1812,  the  plaintiff  and    William   Rogers  and   William 

theoL  Purdue  Smith  respectively  agreed  to  become  security 

with  the  said  John  Brice  for  the  payment  to  the  de* 
fendant  Twynam  of  such  sum  of  money,  not  exceeding 
1200/.,  as  Brice  might  be  found  indebted  to  jyag/nam 
upon  the  settlement  of  an  account  then  depending 
between  them ;  that  it  was  agreed  that  such  security  of 
the  plaintiff  and  Rogers  and  Smith  respectively  should 
be  given  by  three  several  bonds  payable,  with  inter^t, 
at  different  periods,  that  is  to  say,  one  bond  from  Brictt 
and  Smith  as  his  surety,  for  the  payment  of  400{.,  and 
interest,  on  the  24th  of  December  1813;  another  bond 
from  Brice,  and  the  plaintiff  as  his  surety,  for  tiie  pay- 
ment of  400/.,  and  interest,  on  the  24th  of  December 
1814 ;  and  another  bond  from  Brice^  and  Rogers  as  his 
surety,  for  the  payment  of  400/.,  and  interest,  on  the 
24th  of  December  1815;  that  Brice  and  Twynam  ac- 
cordingly caused  three  several  bonds  to  the  efiect  afore- 
said to  be  prepared,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  Rogers 
respectively  executed  the  bonds  in  which  they  were 
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respectively  named  as  sureties,  but  that  Smith  declined 
to  execute  the  bond  in  which  he  was  named  as  surety, 
or  to  carry  the  agreement  with  Txxg/nam  into  effect. 
The  bill  charged,  that  the  execution  of  the  bqnds  was 
one  entire  agreement,  and  that  as  Smith  did  not  execute 
the  bond  in  which  he  was  named  as  sure^,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  bound  by  the  bond  which  he  had  executed ; 
And  it  further  charged,  that  the  bond  executed  by  the 
plaintiff  was  executed  by  him  upon  the  faith  and  expect- 
aUon.  that  Smith  would  execute  his  bond,  and  that 
Brice  would  thereby  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of 
the  1200/.  to  Twj^nam  until  the  bonds  should  respect- 
ively become  payable. 


I82S. 


The  defendant  T^^nam,  by  his  answer,  said  that  in 
August  1812  Brice  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of 
1364/.  or  thereabouts,  upon  the  balance  of  an  account 
which  was  then  depending  between  them,  and  that 
being  pressed  for  payment  of  the  balance^  Brice  pro* 
posed  to  give  security  for  12001.  part  thereof,  and 
offered  as  such  security  the  three  several  bonds  men- 
tioned in  the  bilL  He  further  said,  he  believed  that  the 
plaintiff  and  BogerSf  each  of  them  alone  and  separately 
from  the  other,  agreed  to  become  bound  with  Brice  for 
the  payment  of  400/L  to  him,  the  defendant,  without  any 
reference  to  the  setdement  of  accounts  between  him  and 
Briccj  and  without  the  plaintiff  and  Bogers  becoming 
sureties  or  liable  for  the  default  of  each  other,  or  of 
Smith  i  and  he  said  he  believed,  that  for  the  purppse  of 
giving  the  aforesaid  security,  the  plaintiff,  for  himself 
alone,  and  without  any  privity  or  connection  with 
Bogers  or  Smithy  agreed  to  join  Brice  in  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  400/.  and  interest  on  the  24th  of  December 
1814;  and  Rogers^  in  like  manner,  agreed  to  join  Brice 
in  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  400/.  and  interest  upon 
the  24th  of  December  1815;  but  he  said  he  did  not 
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^^  ^  believe  that  Smith  ever  agreed  to  join  Brice  in  a  bond 
for  the  payment  of  400/!.  and  interest  on  the  24th  of 
December  1818,  although,  at  the  time  when  the  other 
bonds  were  executed,  Brice  had  induced  him  to  believe 
that  SmUk  would  execute  such  a  bond.  He  admitted 
that  the  three  bonds  were  prepared  by  his  solicitor,  (who, 
he  said,  acted  on  that  occasion  as  the  solicitor  of  Brice) 
and  that  the  plaintiff  and  Bogers  respectively  joined  with 
Brice  in  the  bonds  in  which  they  were  named  as  oo- 
obligors  with  him ;  and  that  Smith  declined  on  his  part 
to  execute  the  bond  in  which  he  was  named  aa  co- 
obligor  with  Briccj  and  he  insisted  that,  notwithstanding 
Smith  did  not  execute  that  bond,  the  plaintiff  was  bound 
by  the  bond  which  had  been  executed  by  him.  He 
denied  that  the  execution  of  the  bonds  was  one  entire 
agreement,  and  said  that  he  did  not  believe  that  the 
plaintiff  executed  the  bond  in  which  he  had  joined,  upon 
the  faith  and  expectation  that  Smith  would  execute  the 
other  bond,  and  that  Brice  would  thereby  be  relieved 
from  the  payment  of  the  1200/.  until  the  bonds  should 
respectively  become  payable. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Koe  moved  for  the  injunction 
upon  the  merits  confessed  by  the  answer,  and  in  8n|>- 
port  of  the  motion  argued,  that  if  the  arrangement  had 
been  that  Brice  should  give  a  bond  for  1200L  with 
three  sureties,  and  one  of  the  sureties  had  dedined  to 
execute  the  bond^  neither  of  the  others  would  have  been 
liable.  That  the  same  principle  which  applied  to  the 
case  of  an  arrangement  for  three  sureties  joining  the 
principal  debtor  in  one  bond,  must  apply  to  the  case  of 
an  arrangement  for  three  sureties  joining  the  prindpal 
debtor  in  several  bonds.  That  in  each  iii3tance  it  was 
merely  the  case  of  three  persons  agreeing  to  become 
sureties  for  the  principal  debtor,  and  two  only  be- 
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coming  such  sureties*     They  cited  Dering  v.  Lord  Win- 
Chelsea  (a),  and  Underhill  v.  Honwod*  {b) 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  BomiUy  for  the  defendant,  relied 
upon  the  fact  of  the  sureties  having  entered  into  several 
and  distinct  obligations  as  an  answer  to  the  motion. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

These  cases  of  sureties  depend  upon  nice  distinctions 
in  point  of  fact;  Dering  v.  Lord  Winchelsea  setded,  that 
if  three  persons  became  sureties  for  12,000/.,  each  in  a 
separate  bond  for  4000/.,  there  would  be  a  right  of  con- 
tribution between  them.  That  case  was  much  doubted 
in  Westminster  Hall  at  the  time  it  was  decided ;  but  I 
believe,  upon  consideraUon,  it  will  be  found  to  be  quite 
right.  In  that  case  it  was  said  by  the  sureties,  we  will 
each  give  a  bond  for  4000/.,  but  beyond  that  we  will  not 
be  liable ;  it  was  held  however  that  there  was  a  liability 
between  them  as  co-sureties.  The  present  case  depends 
upon  the  question,  whether  this  was  really  a  separate 
and  distinct  transaction,  or  the  same  transaction  split 
into  different  parts.  If  the  case  of  Dering  v.  Lord  Win* 
chdsea  be  right,  and  there  was  an  agreement  that  A»^  J5., 
and  C.  should  become  liable  for  1200/.,  each  in  a  bond 
for  400/1,  there  would  be  a  right  of  contribution  between 
them ;  and  then  it  would  be  a  question  whether,  if  the 
bonds  were  not  given  by  all,  they  would  be  obligatory 
upon  any  ?  That  would  depend  upon  nice  distinctions. 
It  might  be  waived  by  subsequent  transactions. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  he  considered  the 
bonds  in  this  case  as  distinct  obligations,  and  that  it 
was  impossible  to  apply  the  doctrine  in  Dering  v.  Lord 
Winchelsea. 

Injunction  refiised« 


1823. 


DeeemherBi 


(a)  1  Cox,  318. 


{b)  ]OVe8.fl09. 
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RoLtS. 

Decembers, 

A  tenant  for  life, 
with  a  power  of 
appointing  the 
property  by  will 
to  all  or  any  of 
the  testatoi^s 
children^  may  re- 
lease or  extin- 
guish the  power. 


HORNJER  V.  SWANN. 

JJ/^tLLIAM  HORNER  being  seised  of  the  premises 
in  question,  subject  to  a  joint  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  him  and  his  father,  which  was  not  exercised, 
devised  to  Mansfield  and  Holhjwayy  and  their  heirs,  all 
his  real  and  personal  estate,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the 
use  of  them,  their  heirs,  &a  upon  trust  **  to  permit  his 
wife,  Elizabeth  Honierj  to  use  the  same  for  her  use, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  his  children  until 
tliey  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  during 
her  life  in  case  she  should  so  long  continue  his  widow ; 
and  after  her  decease,  then  for  such  or  all  of  his  children 
and  their  respective  lawful  issue,  and  for  such  estates," 
&c.,  as  his  wife  by  her  last  will,  or  by  any  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  her  will,  &c.,  should  give^  devise,  and 
bequeath  the  same ;  and  in  default  of  such  will,  in  trust 
for  all  and  every  his  children  living  at  his  decease^  or 
born  in  due  time  afterwards,  and  their  heirs,  &c.  re- 
specdvely,  share  and  share  alike ;  but  if  any  of  them 
died  under  twenty-one,  without  leaving  lawful  issue, 
then  in  trusty  as  to  the  share  or  shares  of  such  child  or 
children,  for  the  survivors  or  survivor,  and  their  re- 
spective heirs,  &c.,  share  and  share  alike.  He  subse- 
quendy  directed,  that,  in  case  his  wife  should  marry 
again,  the  trustees  should  convey  and  assign  to  each  of 
his  children  successively,  upon  their  respectively  at- 
taining the  age  of  twenty-one,  so  much  of  the  real  and 
personal  property  as  would  amount  to  his  or  her  equal 
share  thereof;  and  in  case  any  of  his  children  should 
die  after  his  wife  should  marry  again,  and  leave  lawful 
issue,  he  gave  to  the  use  of  the  said  issue,  their  heirs,  &c 
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the  same  proportion  of  his  real  and  personal  property  ^  1823* 
as  their  &ther  or  mother  would  have  been  entitled  to, 
in  case  he  or  she  had  lived  to  attain  twenty-one ;  but  in 
oase  any  of  his  children  should  die,  after  his  wife  should 
marry  again,  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  he  directed 
that  the  share  of  such  child  should  go  to  the  survivor. 

The  testator  left  a  widow  and  four  children,  all  of 
whom  attained  twenty-one.  One  of  them  died  sub- 
sequently, leaving  her  eldest  brother  her  heir  at  law. 
The  widow  and  the  three  surviving  children  contracted 
to  sell  the  devised  estate;  and  the  bill  was  filed  by 
them  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

The  purchaser,  by  his  answer,  submitted,  that  the 
Plaintifis  could  not  make  a  good  title  by  reason  of  the 
widow's  power  of  appointing  by  will,  and  of  tlie  con- 
tingent interests  given  to  the  issue  of  the  children. 

Mr.  Sudden  and  Mr.  SideboUomj  for  the  Plaintiffi. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  wife's  power  can  be 
released  or  extinguished.  It  is  not  a  power  simply 
collateral,  but  is  a  power  in  gross,  and  is  therefore 
capable  of  being  destroyed  by  the  donee ;  and  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  it  is  to  be  exercised  in  favour  of  a 
limited  class  of  objects,  namely,  the  children  or  their 
issue,  does  not  alter  its  nature.  The  point,  though  once 
regarded  as  liable  to  doubt,  must  now  be  considered 
as  settled;  for  it  was  expressly  decided  in  Smith  v. 
Death,  (a) 

Mr.  Cooper^  contra. 

It  has  hitherto  been  considered  a  very  doubtful 
question,  whether  such  a  power,  as  is  here  given  to  the    . 

(a)  5  Mad.  371. 
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1823.  ^  widow,  can  be  destroyed.  **  Lawyers  of  great  eminence^" 
says  a  text  writer,  <*  have  been  of  opinion,  that  a  power 
to  a  tenant  for  life,  to  appoint  the  estate  among  his 
children,  is  a  mere  right  to  nominate  one  or  more  of  a 
certain  number  of  objects  to  take  the  estate ;  and  that, 
consequently,  it  is  merely  a  power  of  selection,  and 
cannot  be  barred  by  fine,"  (a)  In  Jesson  v.  Wright  {b) 
Lord  Bedesdak  says,  *<  How  can  a  man,  having  a 
power  for  the  benefit  of  children,  destroy  it  ?  '*  Tbnt- 
linson  v.  DighUm  {c)  leans  towards  the  same  conclusion* 
The  solitary  decision  in  Smith  v.  Death  cannot  be  con* 
sidered  as  determining  the  point  so  conclusively,  that 
the  Court  will  compel  a  purchaser  to  accept  a  title 
like  this. 

The  Master  op  the  Rolls. 

The  Vice^ChaticeUor  has  given  a  solemn  opinion  upon 
the  point;  and  his  decision  has  been  acquiesced  in.  I 
shall  therefore  follow  it. 


As  to  the  second  point  raised  by  the  answer,  it  was 
admitted,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will, 
none  of  the  limitadons  over  could  take  effect,  when  all 
the  children  had  attained  twenty-one. 

Decree  for  specific  performance. 

Reg.  Lib.  18SS.  A.466. 

{a)   Sugden  on  Powers,  73.         (&)  3  Bligh,  15. 
5th  edition*  (c)  1  P.  Wins.  149. 
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1823. 


COURTOY  V.  VINCENT.  »<>"* 

December  10. 

^T^HE  testator,*  by  his  will  dated  the  28th  of  Men/  1814|  A  testator  direcU 
gave  various  annuities  and  legacies ;  and  he  re-  his  executors  and 
quested  "  that  his  executors  and  trustees  would  pay  all  ^g^^gj^  annuTties 
such  annuities  and  legacies  as  aforesaid,  clear  of  pro-  and  legades, 
perty  tax  and  all  expenses  whatsoever  attending  the  *' dear  of  the 
same."  property-tax,  and 

all  expenses  at- 
tending the 
A  petition   was    now  presented,  praying  that  the  same;"  thele- 

amount  of  certain  sums,  which  the  executors  had  re-  gacy-^uty  ought 
tained  out  of  the  legacies  and  annuities,  and  applied  ^^^^     ^  ^ 
in  discharge  of  the  legacy  duty,  might  be  paid  to  the  the  assets  of  the 

annuitants  and  legatees.  testator,  and  the 

annuitants  and 

TAt.  Home  and  TAv.  Knight^  for  the  petition,  cited  titled  to  receive 
Barksdnle  v.  GiUiatt  (a)  to  show,  that  the  executors  the  full  amount 
ought  to  pay  the  legacy  duty,  and  that  the  annuitants  of  their  respective 

and  lesatees  were  entitled  to  receive  the  full  amount  of  ^f ***  *?   "^ 

^  ^  nuities,  without 

the  benefits  given  them  by  the  wiU,  without  any  de-  ^ny  deduction  in 
duction  in  respect  of  legacy  duty.  respect  of  legacy- 


duty. 


Mr.  Pembertonf  contra. 

The  words  '*  clear  of  the  property  tax "  cannot  be 
construed  to  mean  *'  clear  of  the  legacy  duty ;"  the 
property  tax  did  not  arise  till  the  legacy  duty  was  paid. 
The  words  ^*  clear  of  all  expenses  attending  the  same" 
may  mean  either  clear  of  all  expense  attending  the 
property  tax,  or  clear  of  all  expense  attending  the 
legacies  and  annuities ;  but  on  neither  construction  can 

(a)  lSwan8t.563. 
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1823. 


COURTOY 
V, 

Vincent. 


the  payment  of  the  legacy  duty  be  considered  as  an 
expense  within  the  meaning  of  that  phrase.  The  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy  duty  is  a  burden  thrown  on  the  exe- 
cutor, and  the  act  of  parliament  directs  him  to  retain 
the  amount  out  of  the  bequest. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was  to  give  the  l^acies  and 
annuities  free  from  legacy  duty,  and  made  an  order 
accordingly. 

Reg.  Lib.  1823.  A.  117,  118. 


March  96. 

Augutt  S. 

J>ec^Hbcrll» 


Ex  parte  VAUGHAN,  in  the  matter  of  EDRIDGE, 

a  Lunatic. 


Tenant  of  a  Iup 
nadc's  estate  re- 
lieved against  an 
ejectment  found- 
ed on  a  forfeiture 
by  breach  of  co- 
venant to  repair. 


^T^HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  tenant  of  the  lunatic's 
estate,  praying,  that  the  committee  might  be  re- 
strained from  proceeding  in  actions  of  ejectment,  brou^t 
against  the  petitioner  and  his  under-tenants,  for  the 
recovery  of  the  demised  premises,  in  pursuance  of 
orders  made  in  the  lunacy* 


The  petition,  after  stating  the  leases  to  the  petitioner^ 
which  contained  the  usual  covenants  on  his  part  for  pay- 
ment of  the  rent,  and  for  repairing  the  premises  within 
three  months  after  notice  given  by  the  lessor,  and  also  a 
covenant  by  the  lessor  to  find  sufficient  rough  timber 
for  the  repairs,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  nonpay- 
ment of  the  rent  or  breach  of  the  covenants,  proceeded 
to  state,  that  notice  having  been  given  to  the  petitioner 
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to  repidr  the  premises,  he  had  aj^lied  to  the  committee  1823. 

to fmnish  rough  timber  for  that  purpose,  but  that  no  Expmie 
rough  timber  had  ever  been  fiiraished;  that  the  peti-  Vadohan. 
doner  was  nevertheless  proceeding  to  repair  the  pre- 
mises, which  he  had  been  prevented  from  doing  before 
by  the  insolvency  of  an  under-tenant ;  that  the  rent  had 
been  paid  up  to  Midsummer  1822,  and  that  the  premises 
bad  not  suffered  any  injury  or  become  less  valuable  on 
account  of  the  delay  which  had  taken  place  in  making 
the  necessary  reparations ;  that  the  actions  of  ejectment 
were  brought  on  account  of  breaches  of  the  covenants  to 
repair,  and  of  the  provisoes  for  re-entry  contained  in 
the  leases ;  and  that  the  petitioner  was  advised  that  he 
had  no  valid  defence  at  law  to  the  actions ;  but  that  he 
was  willing  to  make  all  the  repairs  upon  the  premises 
which  should  be  thought  necessary,  and  to  pay  all  the 
costs  which  had  been  incurred  on  account  of  the  breaches 
of  covenant. 

It  appeared  that  the  notice  to  repair  was  given  in 
January^  and  that  the  petitioner's  application  for  the 
timber  was  not  made  till  Jtiy. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Haldane  in  support  of  the  pe- 
tition. 

Admitting  that  courts  of  equity  will  not  relieve  against 
a  forfeiture  of  this  kind,  your  Lordship,  sitting  in 
lunaqr,  is  bound  to  consider  what,  under  the  .drcum- 
stanoes  of  the  case,  the  lunatic  himself  would  have  done. 
The  lunatic  probably  would  not  have  taken  advantage 
of  the  forfeiture.  The  only  question  is  whether  the 
tenant  has  entitled  himself  to  indulgence.  It  will  be 
most  mischievous  to  the  estates  of  lunatics  to  permit 
covenants  of  this  nature  to  be  acted  upon  with  too  much 
severity. 


4se 


1823. 


Mx  parte 
Vauohav. 


AuguHS» 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Mr.  Shadwettf  against  the  petition,  relied  upon  the 
general  rule  of  courts  of  equity  not  to  relieve  against  a 
forfeiture,  except  where  it  admitted  of  a  compensation 
merely  pecuniary,  and  cited  Beyncids  v.  Pitt*  (a) 

The  Lord  Chancellor. 

There  are  forfeitures  arising  from  breaches  of  cove- 
nant against  which  courts  of  equity  cannot  relieve,  but 
which  a  judicious  landlord  would  not  take  advantage  oL 
The  case  which  has  been  cited  will  not  apply  if  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  this  is  a  case,  in  which  the  landlord, 
acting  for  himself^  would  not  have  taken  advantage  of 
the  forfeiture ;  care  must  be  taken  not  to  get  rid  ef  a 
good  tenant  by  being  too  strict 

The  petition  being  mentioned  again,  the  Ixjrd  Chan-- 
cellar  said,  that  where  a  man  filed  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  be  relieved  against  the  effect  of  bis  own  conduct, 
the  Court  would  not,  in  general  cases,  relieve  him ;  but 
that  it  would  be  an  administration  in  lunacy  extremely 
prejudicial  to  the  estates  of  lunatics,  if  too  hard  mea- 
sures were  adopted  with  the  tenants.  His  Lordship 
directed  a  statement  to  be  made  by  affidavit  what 
repairs  were  wanted  to  be  done ;  and  a  surveyor's  report 
having  been  shortly  afterwards  obtained  upon  the  sub- 
ject, the  petition  was  ordered  to  stand  over,  and  the 
repairs  mentioned  in  the  report  to  be  completed  in  the 
meantime. 


December  1 1. 


The  repairs  mentioned  in  the  surveyor's  report  having 
been  completed,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  petitioner 
should  pay  the  committee  of  the  lunatic's  estate  the 
rents  of  the  several  estates  and  premises  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  petitioner  belonging  to  the  lunatic  ap  to 


(a)  19  Ves.  154. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY,  4S7 

Michaelmas  last,  together  with  interest  upon  the  rents  of  1823. 

the  premises  for  the  recovery  whereof  actions  of  eject-  ~  ' "! 

ment  had  been  brought,  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  per  Vaughan 
annum,  from  the  period  at  which  such  rents  were  re- 
served and  made  payable  by  the  several  leases  granted 
to  the  petitioner ;  that  the  petitioner  should  also  pay  the 
committee  of  the  lunatic's  estate,  and  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  lunatic,  all  the  costs  charges  and  expenses  which 
they  had  incurred,  or  been  in  any  manner  put  unto,  in 
consequence  of  the  nonperformance  of  the  covenants  as 
to  repairs  contained  in  the  said  leases,  and  of  the  several 
petitions  and  inquiry  before  the  Master,  and  of  the 
actions  of  ejectment  mentioned  in  the  petition,  and  of 
that  application  and  consequent  thereon,  including  the 
costs  and  charges  of  the  several  persons  employed  by 
the  committee  to  survey  and  examine  the  premises,  and 
the  state  and  condition  thereof;  and  thereupon  it  was 
ordered,  that  all  further  proceedings  in  the  said  actions 
of  ejectment,  or  otherwise  in  respect  of  the  said  breaches 
of  covenant,  should  be  stayed. 


Vol.  L  2  H 
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Rolls. 
December  II. 

A  person,  who  is 
permitted  by  an 
executor  to  pos- 
sess himself  of 
part  of  the  assets 
of  a  testator,  and 
who,  after  the 
ezecutor^s  death, 
and  when  there 
is  no  legal  per- 
sonal represent- 
ative either  of 
the  testator  or  of 
the  executor,  re- 
tains the  assets, 
and  acts  in  the 
execution  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will, 
is  not  executor 
de  i<m  tort  to  the 
original  testator. 


TOMLIN  V.  BECK. 

JOHN  SOUTHWELL^  by  his  last  will,  gave  some 
small  annuities,  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his 
property  to  his  grandchildren.  He  died  in  1763, 
leaving  nine  grandchildren;  and  his  will  was  shortly 
afterwards  proved  by  John  Court  and  John  Becky  two  of 
the  persons  whom  he  had  named  executors.  In  1799, 
the  last  of  the  annuities  given  by  the  will  expired.  Jbkn 
Beckf  the  survivor  of  the  two  executors,  died,  in  1 800^ 
intestate ;  and  no  letters  of  administration  were  taken 
out,  either  to  him,  or  to  Southwell.  Before  the  expir- 
ation of  the  last  of  the  annuities  in  1799,  Becky  the 
executor,  being  desirous  (as  the  answer  expressed  it)  to 
give  up  the  trust,  paid  over  the  balance  of  SouthwdTs 
assets,  then  in  his  hands,  to  his  own  son,  the  defendant 
Becky  who  from  that  time  acted  in  the  execution  of  the 
testator's  will,  making  payments  to,  and  settling  accounts 
with,  th^persons  beneficially  entitled. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  1820  by  Tbm/in,  one  of  Sottii- 
'ivelPs  grandchildren,  against  Beck  the  son,  and  against 
the  personal  representative  of  Courty  in  order  to  compel 
them  to  account  for  the  assets  of  Southwell  possessed  by 
either  of  the  executors,  or,  since  their  decease,  by  either 
of  the  Defendants. 


It  appeared  from  passages  of  the  answer  which  were 
read,  that,  in  1810,  the  clear  balance,  divisible  among 
the  legatees,  was  89/.  Bs.  Of  this  sum  eight  equal 
shares  were  paid  to  the  persons  respectively  entitled, 
who  thereupon  executed  a  release  of  all  their  demaods 
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in  respect  of  their  testator's  estate.     The  ninth  share,  182S. 

amounting  to  4/.  7^.  2d^  was  left  and  still  remained  in 
the  hands  of  the  Defendant's  attorney,  for  the  purpose 
of  being  paid  over  to  TonUin,  whenever  he  chose  to 
apply  for  it 

Mr.  Wakefieldf  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended,  that  Bed 
the  son,  by  having  possession  of  the  assets  of  Southwell 
in  specie^  both  during  the  life  and  after  the  death  of 
Beck  the  father,  and  by  having  affected  to  act  in  the 
execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  and  to  do 
all  which  his  personal  representative  ought  to  have 
done,  and  that  too  at  a  time  when  there  was  nobody 
filling  the  character  of  legal  personal  representative^ 
had  made  himself  executor  de  son  tort  to  Southwell,  and 
in  that  capacity  was  liable  to  render  the  account  which 
the  plaintiff  sought ;  or  if  he  was  not  executor  de  son  tort, 
he  had,  at  least,  placed  himself  in  the  situation  of  a 
trustee,  and,  as  such,  ought  to  account. 

It  was  not  attempted  to  make  out  any  case  against 
Courfs  personal  representative. 

Mr.  Home  and  .Mr.  Duckworth,  for  the  defendant 
Beck. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  plaintiff  can  have  no  right  to  the  relief  prayed, 
unless  the  defendant  is  clothed  with  that  character  of 
executor  de  son  tort,  in  respect  of  which  the  account  is 
sought.  Now,  I  apprehend,  that  there  cannot  be  an 
executor  de  son  tort  constituted  by  intermeddling  with 
the  assets  of  a  testator,  when  there  is  a  rightful  executor 
acting  in  the  administration  of  those  assets.  An  executor 
de  son  tort  can  be  only  where  no  perscm  is  clothed  with 

2H  2 
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1823.  the  character  of  rightful  executor.*     If  a  stranger  posn 

sesses  himself  of  any  part  of  the  assets  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  rightful  executors,  the  only  effect  of  his  intermed- 
dling is  to  create  a  privity  between  him  and  those  who 
have  the  legal  interest  in  the  estate,  and  to  make  him 
responsible  to  them.  Were  the  mere  possession  of 
assets  to  constitute  a  man  executor  de  son  tortj  there 
might  be,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  both  a  rightful 
executor  and  an  executor  de  son  tort  —  the  former  deriv- 
ing his  title  from  the  will  which  he  had  proved  —  the 
latter  clothed  with  his  character  by  virtue  of  his  having 
part  of  the  assets  in  his  hands ;  and  if  portions  of  the 
effects  of  the  deceased  could  be  traced  into  the  posses- 
sion of  twenty  or  more  persons,  each  of  them  would, 
upon  th^t  principle,  be  an  executor  dc  son  tort. 

Though  Beckj  the  father,  some  time  before  his  death, 
handed  over  the  residue  of  the  assets  to  his  son,  he 
could  not  make  an  assignment  of  the  executorship^  or 
devest  himself  of  his  own  responsibility ;  and  if  there 
had  been  twenty  individuals  employed  by  him,  who  had 
received  and  acted  in  the  administration  of  the  assets, 
they  would  have  been  accountable  to  him,  and  he^  to  the 
estate.  The  defendant's  possession  of  the  assets  having 
taken  place  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  he  must,  if  he 
ever  was  executor  de  son  tort  to  Southwell^  have  been  so 
during  the  life  of  the  rightful  executor.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  he  never  was  in  any  manner  clothed  with 
the  character  of  executor.     He  was  merely  an  agent, 

*  Anonymouty  1  Salk.  515.    If     though  administration  be  grant* 
H.  get  goods  of  an    intestate      ed  afterwards,  yet  he  recmuns 


into  his  hands,  after  administra-  chargeable  as  a  wrongful 

tion  is  actually  granted,  it  does  tor,  unless  he  delivers  over  the 

not  make  him  executor  of  his  goods  to  the  executor  before  the 

own  wrong ;  but  if  he  get  the  action  brought,  and  then  he  may 

goods   into  his   hands   before,  plead  p/di« 
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who,  at  the  executors'  reqfiest,  took  upon  himself  the  1823. 

active  duty  of  administering  the  balance  of  this  small 
estate.  That  does  not  make  him  accountable  for  all  the 
unadministered  assets  of  Southwell. 

With  respect  to  his  responsibility  as  agent  (not  to 
mention  that  the  person  to  whom  he  would  be  so  re- 
sponsible— the  rightful  representative  of  Soutkwell  —  is 
not  before  tl>e  Court),  it  appears  from  the  passages  of 
the  answer  which  have  been  read,  that  the  plaintiffs 
share  of  the  balance,  received  by  the  defendant,  exceeds 
4/.  by  a  few  shillings,  and  that  the  other  shares  have 
been  paid  to  the  persons  entitled ;  so  that  if  the  bill  be 
considefed  as*  brought  against  an  agent  for  an  account 
of  monies  received  by  him,  it  is,  in  truth,  filed  for  a  sum 
under  51. 

Add  to  this,  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  any  relief, 
which  be  can  now  claim,  accrued  in  1799 ;.  and  he  has 
thus  suffered  more  than  twenty  years  to  elapse,  before  he 
filed  his  bill. 

Upon  these  grounds —  first,  of  the  plaintiff  having 
failed  to  prove,  that  the  defendant  fills  that  character 
in  which  the  account  is  sought  against  him  —  secondly, 
of  the  quantum  of  demand  being  below  the  dignity 
of  the  Court  —  and,  thirdly,  of  the  length  of  time  which 
has  elapsed  since  the  plaintiff's  right  of  suit  arose,  —  thi& 
bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  In  the  taxation  of 
costs  the  defendant  will  give  credit  for  the  4/.  7s.  2^.,r 
which  the  answer  admits  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff.- 


2H  3* 
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1828. 


RotiA  BURCHETT  v.  WOOL  WARD. 

December  IS, 

A  testator  directs   /^EORGE  CUMMING  by  hb  will  devised  all  his 

that  his  executors  ^^^  ^jj  j  effects,  real  and  personal,  to  trustees, 

pay  to  .^.  i?.  a  «  t      i  .  n   t 

yearly  soni  as        ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  '^^  executors,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same, 

wages,  so  long  as  and,  after  payment  of  certain  legacies,  to  invest  the 
she  should  con-  proceeds  in  the  public  funds,  and  pay  one  moiety  of 
S^nd  Tf  Ihe  *^  y^^'y  dividends  to  his  wife  Man^  Camming  during 
continued  in  such  ^^^  ^^^^*  Subject  to  the  wages  and  annuity  there- 
service,  that  the  inafter  mentioned,  they  were  to  lay  out  the  remaioiog 
payment  should  dividends,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  in  the  genteel 
quarterly  free  *"^  respectable  maintenance  and  education  of  JFJiiam 
from  all  deduc-  Burchett  and  Jane  Burckeltj  the  son  and  daughter  of 
tions,  to  cease  in  Mary  BurcKeJl^  who  then  lived  in  his  service,  during  the 
case  she  should  Yikixmn  of  his  wife.     He  then  directed,  that  «  out  of 

leave  tne  service 

ofhis  wife,  until    ^^  last-mentioned  share   they  should   pay  to  Mary 

the  decease  of  Burchett  the  yearly  sum  of  202»  as  wages,  as  long  as  she 

his  wife.    The  should  continue  in  the  service  of  the  testator's  wife;  and 

died  in  his  life-  ^^  Maty  Burchett  should  so  continue  in  such  service  at 

time.  Held,  that  such  wages,  the  testator's  will  was,  that  the  sum  of  20/. 

il.  P.  was  entitled  should  be  continued  and  paid  to  Mary  Burchett  ({ubt- 

durinff  her  life       '^^'^  ^"^  ^^®®  '^^^  *^'  deductions  as  an  annuity,  to  cease 

in  case  she  should  leave  the  service  of  his  said  wife  until 
the  decease  of  his  said  wife  as  aforesaid."  The  surplus 
of  the  dividends  of  this  moiety,  and,  after  the  decease  of 
his  wife,  the  first^mentioned  moiety,  were  disposed  of 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  William  Burchett  and  Jcnt 
Burchett. 

Mary  Cumming  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  Mary 
Burchett  remained  in  her  service  down  to  the  time  of 
Mary  Cumming^s  death,  and  was  in  the  testator's  senice 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 
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The  question  ♦as,  Whether  Mary  Burchett  was  en-  182S. 

tWed  to  the  annuity  of  20t  daring  her  life.  Burchett 


Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  RoupeU  for  Mary  Burchett^  who 
was  one  of  the  plaintifis,  contended  that  the  testator  had 
bequeathed  to  Mary  Burchett  an  annuity,  subject  to  a 
condition ;  that  the  condition  here  annexed  to  the  gift 
had  been  rendered  impossible  by  the  act  of  God, 
namely,  by  the  death  of  the  testator's  wife  in  his  life- 
time; and,  therefore,  that  Mary  Burchett  was  endtled  to 
the  annuity  without  qualification. 

Mr.  Wakefield^  contra,  argued,  that  the  testator  had 
merely  fixed  the  amount  of  remuneration  which  was  to 
be  paid  to  Mary  Burchett  so  long  as  she  should  continue 
in  his  wife's  service^  and  that,  upon  the  fair  construction 
of  the  will,  the  pajrment  was  to  continue  only  till  his 
wife's  decease. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  Whether  the  20/.  a-year  was  in- 
tended to  be  wages,  to  continue  so  long  as  Mary 
Burchett  should  act  as  servant  to  the  testator's  wife,  as  a 
remuneration  for  her  attendance;  or  whether  it  was  to 
be  an  annuity  during  the  life  ot  Mary  Burchett,  coupled 
with  a  condition  that  it  should  be  forfeited,  if  she  did 
not,  during  his  wife's  life,  continue  to  be  her  servant. 

From  the  first  part  of  the  will  it  is  clear  that  Mr# 
Cummtng  did  not  consider  Mary  Burchett  as  a  person 
who  stood  simply  in  the  situation  of  a  servant :  he  evi- 
dently had  a  regard  for  her  family ;  for  he  makes  her 
children  his  residuary  legatees,  and  provides  for  their 
maintenance.  When  he  comes  to  the  bequest  to  Mary 
Burchett,  he  gives  her  the  *^  yearly  sum  of  20/.  as  long 
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dividends  which  should  become  due  thereon,  were  to  be 
transferred  and  paid,  after  her  decease,  to  such  person 
or  persons,  and  at  such  times  and  in  such  proportions, 
as  she,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  or  by  her  last  will,  (which 
instruments  were  to  be  executed  with  certain  forraaHlies), 
should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment  by  Jesse 
Goldsmidj  the  stock  and  dividends  were,  upon  her  de- 
cease, to  sink  into  and  compose  part  of  the  residue  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate  thereinafter  given  and  be^ 
queathed. 


The  testator  gave  also  to  his  executors  a  further  sum 
of  25,000/.,  to  be  in  like  manner  laid  out  by  them,  in 
their  joint  names,  in  3  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  An- 
nuities, which,  with  the  dividends  thereon,  were  to 
be  held  in  trust  for  Jesse  Goldsmid  during  her  life^ 
if  she  so  long  continued  a  widow,  but,  if  she  marri^ 
again,  were  thenceforth  to  sink  into  the  residue  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  and  be  in  trust  for  the  several 
persons  who  might  be  entitled  to  such  residue  under 
that  his  will.  If  Jesse  Goldsmid  did  not  marry  again, 
then  two  equal  fifth  parts  of  the  stock  purchased  with 
the  25,000/.,  and  the  dividends  thereon,  were  directed 
*^  to  be  paid,  transferred,  shared,  and  divided,  after  the 
decease  of  Jesse  Goldsmid^  unto  and  between  all  and 
every  such  children,  if  more  than  one,  as  the  testator 
should  have  by  the  said  Jesse  Goldsmid^  or  with  which 
she  might  be  enceinte  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  the 
whole  of  such  two  fifth  parts  of  such  capital  stock  and 
dividends  to  one  of  such  children  only,"  at  such  times, 
and  in  such  manner  and  proportions,  as  she  the  said 
Jesse  Goldsmid  by  any  deed,  &c.,  or  by  her  last  will,  &c. 
should  appoint;  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  these 
two  equal  fifth  parts  of  the  above-mentioned  stock  and 
dividends  were,  upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  to  sink 
into  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate^  and  to  be 
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in  trust,  as  a  portion  thereof,  for  the  persons  who  should  1823. 

be  entitled  to  it  under  the  will. 


With  respect  to  his  residuary  estate,  the  testator, 
after  directing  the  interest  and  dividends  to  be  accumu- 
lated until  his  sons  attained  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one  or  married  (subject  to  an  allowance  for 
their  maintenance,  so  long  as  they  were  severally  under 
age),  declared  his  meaning  to  be,  that,  when  his  sons 
should  respectively  attain  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  many  with  consent,  there  should  thereupon  be 
assigned  and  transferred  unto  each  and  every  son,  on 
attaining  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  so  marrying, 
one  full  moiety  of  his  share  of  the  said  residuary  estate, 
and  of  the  accumulations  which  should  have  been  made 
thereupon ;  and  that  the  interest  of  the  other  moiety 
should  be  paid  to  him,  until  he  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years ;  at  which  time  the  whole  moiety  was 
to  be  transferred  to  him  absolutely.  Provision  was 
next  made  for  the  case  of  any  son  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  and  unmarried ;  and  then  came  a  clause  declaring, 
"  that,  in  case  all  the  sons  should  live  to  attain  his  and 
their  several  and  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or 
be  previously  married  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid, 
and  any  or  either  of  them  should  happen  afterwards  to 
depart  this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  and 
without  leaving  lawful  issue  who  should  live,  if  male,  to 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  if  female,  to 
attain  that  age  or  marry,"  in  such  case  the  testator  be- 
queathed **  the  other  remaining  moiety,  both  original 
and  accrued,  of  such  son  and  sons  so  dying,  of  and  in 
the  residue  of  his  estate,  unto  and  between  the  sur- 
vivors and  survivor  of  all  his  said  other  sons,  share  and 
share  alike;  and  if  there  should  be  only  one  such 
surviving  son,  the  whole  to  such  only  surviving  son- 
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1823.  absolutely  ;r  the  part  and  share  both  of  principal  and 

GoLDBMiD        interest  to  be  paid  to  such  surviving  son  or  sons  at  the 
V.  time  and  times  his  and  their  original  share  and  shares 

of  their  several  remaining  moieties,  and  the  interest 
thereof,  was  or  were  appointed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid, 
and  to  be  in  all  respects  subject  and  liable  to  the  like 
trusts  thereof." 

The  testator  died  in  Jpril  1818,  leaving,  besides  bis 
widow  and  daughters,  five  sons  him  surviving,  whose 
names  were  John  Louis^  Henry,  Lionel,  Albert^  and 
Jtimes.  The  last  of  these  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years  on  the  25th  o{  December  1812,  and  died  on 
the  18th  of  October  1814,  unmarried  and  intestate.  The 
four  other  sons  were  still  alive,  and  had  all  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-five  years.  John  Louis  Gddsmid  'and 
Henry  Gddsmid  had  taken  out  letters  of  administratioa 
to  James. 

The  sums  of  2000/.  and  25,0002.  were  duly  invested 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  will ;  and  the  stock 
purchased  therewith  now  stood  in  the  names  of  the  three 
trustees  —  the  widow  Jesse  Goldsmid,  who  was  still  un- 
married, Isaac  Lyon  Gddsmidj  and  Timothy  Yeats 
Brawn. 

.  By  an  indenture,  dated  the  2d  day  of  April  1823, 
which  was  made  between  the  widow  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  four  surviving  sons  (all  of  whom  had  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-five  years)  of  the  other,  and  which  was 
executed  with  the  formalities  required  by  the  will  of  Ben-^ 
jamin  Goldsmid,  Jesse  Goldsmid,  in  pursuance  of  her 
power,  appointed  (without  prejudice  to  her  own  life  in- 
terest) that,  after  her  death,  without  being  married,  the 
stock,  in  which  the  2000/.  was  invested,  should  be  paid 
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and  transferred  to  John  Louis  Goldsmid^  wbo  was  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  same,  as  to  one  fourth  part,  for  his 
own  use ;  and,  as  to  the  remaining  three  fourth  parts, 
ibr  his  three  brothers,  share  and  share  alike ;  and,  like- 
wise, that  nine  tenth  parts  of  two  fifth  parts  of  the  stock 
in  which  the  sum  of  25,0002.  was  invested,  should,  im- 
mediately after  her  death,  belong  and  be  paid  to  her 
four  sons  equally,  as  tenants  in  common. 
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By  another  indenture,  dated  the  Sd  of  April  182S,  the 
widow  Jesse  Goldsmidj  so  far  as  related  to  the  dividends 
of  the  stocks  so  appointed  as  aforesaid,  which  should 
become  due  during  her  widowhood,  and  her  four  sons, 
John  Louis  Goldsmid,  Henry  Goldsmid,  Albert  Goldsmid, 
and  Lionel  Goldsmid,  so  far  as  related  to  their  right  and 
interest  in  the  said  stocks,  assigned  and  transferred  the 
dividends  and  principal  thereof  to  James  William  Ogle 
and  Richard  Lovell  Brawn^  their  executors  and  admin- 
istrators, as  trustees  to  hold  the  same  *^  upon  trust  to 
pay  and  apply  the  said  stocks  and  the  produce  thereof 
in  such  manner  as  each  of  them  the  said  John  Louis 
Goldsmid^  Henry  Goldsmid,  Albert  Goldsmid^  and  Lionel 
Goldsmidy  and  his  respective  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  as  to  his  or  their  respective  part  or  share, 
should  direct  or  appoint." 


The  object  of  the  execution  of  these  two  indentures 
was  to  give  the  sons  immediate  dominion  over  so  much 
of  the  fund  as,  it  was  supposed,  they  either  might  be- 
come ultimately  entided  to  under  the  mother's  power  of 
appointment,  or,  in  the  event  of  the  failure  or  non-ex- 
ercise of  that  power,  mndd  become  entitled  to  by  virtue 
of  their  father's  residuary  disposition.  Two  of  the  trus- 
tees, however,  in  whose  names  the  stock  stood  upon  the 
trusts  of  Bert}amin  Goldsmid^s  will,  refused  to  make  any 
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1823.  transfer,  except  under  the  direction  of  the  Conrt,  to  the 

g^^^^^        persons  who,  by  the  indenture  of  the  8d  of  Aprils  were 
V,  appointed  trustees  for  the  four  sons.     Accordingly,  the 

present  bill  was  filed  by  the  last-mentioned  trustees,  the 
widow,  and  two  of  the  sons,  against  the  personal  repre* 
sentatives  of  the  testator,  the  trustees  of  the  stock  under 
the  will,  and  the  two  sons  who  had  taken  out  adminis- 
tration to  their  deceased  brother  James.  The  prayer 
of  it  was,  that  the  indentures  of  the  2d  and  Sd  of 
jipril  might  be  established  by  and  carried  into  effect 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  and  that  J.  L.  GoU- 
smid  and  T.  Y.  Brown  might  be  decreed  to  join  with 
Jesse  Gcidsmid  in  transferring  the  stock  in  which  the 
2000/.  had  been  invested,  aud  nine  tenth  parts  of  two 
fifths  of  the  stock  in  which  the  25,0002.  had  been  m- 
vested,  to  «/.  W.  Ogle  and  JB.  L*  Braany  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  indenture  of  the  Sd  day  oi  April  1823* 

The  trustees  by  their  answer  submitted  to  act  as  die 
Court  should  direct. 

Mr.  Bickerstethy  for  the  Plaintiffs- 

In  any  event  that  can  happen,  those,  who  now  apply 
to  have  these  sums  transferred,  must  ultimately  be  en- 
titled to  them.  Jesse  Goldsmid  has  a  power  of  appoint- 
ing the  sums,  subject  only  to  the  contingency  of  her 
dying  the  testator's  widow :  and,  should  her  power  fidl 
by  reason  of  a  second  marriage,  they  fall  into  the  re- 
sidue, and,  passing  under  the  residuary  clause,  belong 
to  the  testator's  four  surviving  sons,  who,  having  all 
attained  the  age  of  twenty»five  years,  will  take  vested 
and  absolute  interests  in  their  respective  shares.  In  the 
event,  indeed,  of  no  good  appointment  being  made,  the 
representatives  of  James^  the  deceased  son,  will  be  en- 
titled to  a  moiety  of  one  fifth  part  of  the  principal  and 
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accumulations  of  tbe  stock  which  was  purchased  with 
the  35,000/. ;  for  the  residuary  clause  gives  to  each  of 
the  five  sons,  upon  attaining  twenty-one,  a  vested  in- 
terest in  a  moiety  of  their  respective  shares  of  the 
residue.  But  this  possible  interest  of  Jam^s  has  been 
carefully  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  two  inden- 
tures: they  affect  only  nine  tenth  parts  of  two  fifth 
parts  of  the  25,000/.,  and  leave  untouched  the  remain- 
ing tenth  part,  which  is  the  utmost  that  the  represent- 
atives of  James  can  ever  be  entitied  to.*  The  only 
property,  therefore,  upon  which  the  bill  seeks  to  act,  is 
property,  which,  either  under  the  power  or  under  the 
residuary  clause,  must,  upon  the  death  of  the  widow, 
belong  to  her  four  sons,  and  in  which  no  person,  but 
she  and  they,  has  or  can  have  any  interest  If  Jesse 
Goldsmid  dies  without  marrying  a  second  husband,  the 
indenture  of  the  2d  of  April  will  be  a  good  appointment, 
and,  consequently,  the  indenture  of  the  5d  of  April  will 
be  a  valid  assignment  to  the  sons'  trustees.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  she  marries  again,  the  fund  becomes  part  of 
the  residuary  estate;  and,  being,  under  the  testator's 
residuary  bequest,  the  absolute  property  of  the  sons,  will 
pass  by  their  conveyance  to  their  trustees.  Where  one 
individual  has  the  power  of  disposing  of  a  sum  of  money, 
subject,   on  a  particular  contingency,   to  a  restriction 
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*  It  would  seem  that,  inde* 
pendently  ofthe  objections  to  the 
principle  of  the  arrangement, 
which  this  bill  sought  to  carry 
into  efiectythe  indentures  ofthe 
2d  and  3d  of  April  did  include 
ftinds  to  which  the  represent- 
atives o(  James  might  have  be- 
come entitled.  These  two  in- 
struments, though  they  appointed 
and  assigned  only  two-fifths  of 


the  SSfiOOl.,  purported  to  pass 
the  interest  in  the  whole  of 
the  8000/.;  and  as  this  latter 
sum  was  to  fall  into  the  residue^ 
if  the  widow  married  again,  the 
representatives  of  James  would, 
in  that  event,  have  a  right;  by 
virtue  of  the  residuary  clause, 
to  claim  a  moiety  of  the  fifth  of 
the  8000/.  as  well  as  of  the 
85,000/. 
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in  favour  of  certain  other  persons,  can  any  reason 
be  imagined,  why  those,  in  whose  favour  the  restric- 
tion is  created,  and  he  who  has  the  power  subject 
to  the  restriction,  should  not  by  their  concurrence  be 
enabled  to  acquire  the  absolute  dominion  over  the 
fund? 


Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Barber^  for  one  of  the  trustees. 

As  Jesse  GotdsmicTs  power  is  contingent  upon  her 
dying  a  widow,  it  c^pnot  be  known  during  her  life 
whether  an  appointment  made  by  her  is  good :  the  in- 
denture of  the  2d  of  April  is,  therefore,  as  yet  a  mere 
dead  letter;  no  interest  cap  at  present  exist  under  it; 
no  court  can  act  upon  it.  Neither  can  the  residuaiy 
clause  of  the  will  help  the  plaintiffs;  for  the  opera- 
tion of  it  upon  the  funds  in  question  is  likewise  con- 
tingent :  till  the  widow  dies,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
whether  these  sums  will  or  will  not  form  part  of  the 
residue. 


It  is  said,  that  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  subject 
of  the  suit  are  before  the  Court.  How  does  that  ap- 
pear? The  residuary  clause  is  very  intricate;  is  the 
Court  now  in  a  situation  to  decide  upon  its  effect,  and 
to  determine  whether  all,  who  may  be  ultimately  enutled 
under  it,  are  here  to  protect  their  rights  ?  The  daugh- 
ters of  the  testator,  as  being  some  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
Jamesj  have  an  interest  in  his  share  of  the  property: 
yet  there  is  no  person  here  to  watch  over  this  interest 
of  theirs,  except  the  personal  representatives  of  Jamesj 
whose  claims  in  their  own  right  are  directly  adverse  to 
his  estate. 

Mr.  Tinnei/y  for  the  other  opposing  trustee. 
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The  Master  ot  tre  Rolls. 

• 

This  bill  calls  upon  the  Court  to  exercise  a  very 
novel  species  of  power  by  way  of  anticipation  —  to  act 
immediately  on  two  titles,  both  of  which  at  present  de- 
pend on  a  contingency,  as  forming  together  one  perfect 
title;  and  to  do  so,  because,  though  neither  of  them  by 
itself  is  as  yet  worth  any  thing,  yet  either  the  one  or  the 
other,  it  is  said,  must  ultimately  be  valid.  Take  the 
titles  separately  —  there  is  nothing  which  can  give  the 
Court  authority  to  act.  Are  we  to  proceed  upon  the 
power  of  appointment  ?  While  Jesse  Goldsmid  lives,  it 
cannot  be  known  whether  she  has  any  such  power  to 
exercise ;  her  power  being  suspended  till  her  death,  no 
alleged  exercise  of  it  can  be  recognized  by  the  Court 
during  her  life. 
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It  is  said,  however,  that,  in  the  event  of  the  failure  of 
the  power,  the  fund  in  question  will  fall  into  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  estate,  and  will,  by  virtue  of  his  resi- 
duary disposition,  become  the  absolute  property  of  those 
who  seek  immediate  dominion  over  it.  But  kas  it 
become  their  property  now  ?  Or  are  we  at  present  in  a 
situation  to  divide  the  residue  or  to  settle  the  construc- 
tion of  the  residuary  bequest  ?  Surely,  it  is  premature 
to  consider  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  property,  should 
no  good  appointment  be  made,  or  to  deal  with  these 
sums  as  included  in  a  residue,  of  which  it  is  uncertain 
whether  they  will  ever  form  a  part. 


Not  only  is  this  not  the  time  for  proceeding  upon  the 
testator's  residuary  disposition ;  it  does  not  appear  that 
all  the  persons,  who  may  be  interested  in  the  residue,  are 
parties  to  the  suit  How  does  the  Court  know  that 
these  four  brothers  are  the  only  persons  interested  in 
the  residue,  or  in  this  presumed  part  of  the  residue  ? 

Vol.  I.  2  I 


454 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1828. 


CrOLDSMm 


JameSj  it  is  admitted,  may  turn  out  to  have  acquired  an 
interest  under  the  residuary  bequest ;  and,  accordingly, 
recourse  has  been  had  to  the  contrivance  of  excepting 
from  the  indentures  of  the  2d  and  the  Sd  of  April  a  tenth 
part  of  the  two  fifths  of  the  25,000/.,  which  is  calculated 
to  be  that  portion  of  the  fund  to  which  his  representatives 
may  in  certain  events  be  entitled.  The  calculation  may 
be  right :  but  how  can  I  now  decide  whether  the  por- 
tion of  James  has  been  truly  estimated,  represented,  as 
his  estate  is,  by  two  of  his  brothers,  who,  in  their  own 
right,  have  an  interest  adverse  to  that  which  it  is  their 
duty  to  claim  in  the  character  of  his  administrators. 
Under  these  circumstances  we  cannot  touch  the  interest 
of  James^  in  the  absence  of  the  daughters,  who  are 
among  his  next  bf  kin. 


Thus  the  plaintiffs  claim  under  two  titles,  neither  of 
which  is  at  present  complete :  the  power  is  at  this  mo- 
ment  worth  nothings  for  the  widow  may  marry  again : 
the  title  under  the  residuary  clause  is  equally  worthless, 
for  there  may  be  a  good  exercise  of  the  power.  Can 
then  two  incomplete  titles  make  one  complete  title?  Con 
two  contingent,  defeasible  rights  make  one  sure  and 
indefeasible  right  ?  Separately,  neither  title  is  good ;  for 
there  is  an  objection  to  each :  how  then  can  they  become 
good  by  conjunction? 


It  is  of  no  avail  to  say,  that  ultimately  a  time  will 
come,  when,  in  one  character  or  another,  the  persons, 
who  now  apply,  will  be  entitled  to  the  fund.  They  must 
wait  till  that  day  arrives.  It  is  not  the  habit  of  the 
Court  to  intermeddle  with  property  given  by  a  testator's 
will  upon  specified  trusts,  till  the  time  comes  when  the 
property  may  be  disposed  of  in  the  very  mode  and  form 
which  the  testator  has  prescribed.  It  was  the  intention 
of  the  testator  that  the  funds  in  question  should  be 
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subject  to  a  power  of  appointment  in  bis  wife,  whicb,  as 
it  depended  on  tbe  contingency  of  ber  dying  a  widow, 
was  to  remain  in  suspense  so  long  as  she  lived.  Till 
her  death  ttie  destination  of  the  property  was  not  to  be 
fixed :  there  was  a  restriction  on  the  absolute  disposal 
of  it  If  we  dispense  with  this  restriction,  we  do  not 
execute  the  intention  of  the  testator,  but  lend  the  aid  of 
the  Court  to  enable  parties  to  set  that  intention  aside. 

The  bill  was  dismissed. 


1823. 


GOLBSXIB 

V, 
GOLDSUID. 


BfiTWEJEN  ANDREW  REID  and  Others,  Plaintiffs.      Dee.  4. 15. 


AND 


WILLIAM  MIDDLETON  and   MARY 
GRIFFITHS,      .      .    *  .      Defendakto. 


riiHE  plaintiffi  were  equitable  mortgagees,  by  deposit 
'^  of  the  lease,  of  the  Gordon  Arms  public-house,  for 
money  lent  and  advanced  by  them  to  the  defendant 
MidcBetan^  who  was  the  tenant  of  the  house  at  a  small 
ground-rent.  The  defendant  Middteton^  after  he  had 
deposited  the  lease  with  the  plaintiffs,  had  agreed  to 
assign  his  interest  in  it  to  the  defendant  OriffUhs^  sub- 
ject to  the  plaintiff's  demand.  The  defendant  Griffiths 
bad  been  let  into  possession  of  the  house  under  the 
agreement,  but  no  assignment  of  the  lease  bad  been 
executed  to  her. 

The  bill  was  filed  oh  the  Sd  o(  December  1821,  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  equitable  mortgage :  and  it 
prayed,  amongst  other  things,  the  appointment  of  a 

« 

receiver  of  the  premises.     On  the  14th  of  June  1823, 

2  I  2 


Where  a  receiver 
is  appointed,  and 
the  person  in 
possession  refoses 
to  attorn,  or  to 
deliver  up  pos- 
sesdon,  it  not  ap« 
pearing  in  what 
right  the  posses- 
sion is  hdd,  the 
proper  course  is 
io  move  that  the 
person  may  at- 
torn. 

It  is  not  neces- 
sary, in  the  first 
instance,  to  make 
such  person  a 
party  to  the  suit. 
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Ibe  defendant  Middleton  being  out  of  the  jurisdictioD, 
and  the  defendant  Griffiths  in  contempt  for  want  of 
«•  answer,  the  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  for  the  af^Kvnt* 

ment  of  a  receiver,  with  the  usual  direction  that  the 
tenants  should  attorn  and  pay  their  rents  in  arrear  and 
growing  rents  to  such  receiver.  On  the  16th  of  ili% 
1822^  a  receiver  was  appointed  accordingly« 

A  motion  was  now  made  before  the  Lord  Chancellor^ 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  William  Jackson^  the 
person  in  possession  of  the  Gordon  Arms  public-house, 
might  be  ordered,  within  fourteen  days,  to  deliver  up 
possession  to  the  receiver ;  or,  that  it  might  be  referred 
to  the  Master  to  set  an  occupation-rent  upon  the  pre- 
mises for  the  time  which  had  elapsed  during  the 
possession  or  occupation  thereof  by  tlie  said  WiUiam 
Jackson^  and  for  the  time  to  come;  and  that  the  said 
WiUiam  Jackson  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  arrears 
and  future  payments  of  such  rent,  after  deducting  what 
he  had  paid  or  might  pay  for  ground-rent,  to  the  said 
xeoeiven 

The  motion  was  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  the 
receiver,  by  which  it  appeared,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  bill  the  defendant  Griffiths  was  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  premises  as  claiming  title  thereto  undar 
the  defendant  Middleton  i  that  in  April  1822  the 
defendant  Griffiths  quitted  the  premises  and  delivered 
possession  thereof  to  Jackson^  who  had  ever  since  been 
in  possession;  that  repeated  applications  had  been 
made  to  Jackson  to  deliver  up  possession,  or  to  attorn 
tenant  to  the  receiver  and  pay  rent  to  him,  but  that 
Jackson  had  refused  either  to  deliver  possession  or  to 
pay  rent,  though  he  had,  from  time  to  time,  promised 
to  come  to  some  arrangement ;  that  Jackson  had  paid 
rent  to  the  ground  landlord,  and  that  whatever  interest 
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had  been  acquired  by  bim  in  tbe  premises  bad  been  so       ^  1823. 
acquired  since  the  filing  of  the  bill^  and  with  full  know- 
ledge  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffi,  of  which  he  had 
been  informed  by  the  receiver  before  he  entered  into 
possession. 

The  motion  had  been  made  before  the  Vice^haf^ 
cMoTf  who  had  declined  to  make  the  order,  upon  the 
ground,  as  was  stated  at  the  bar,  that,  to  enable  the 
Court  to  enforce  the  receiver's  possession,  Jadcson  must 
be  made  a  party  to  the  suit ;  that,  he  being  in  possession, 
and  it  not  appearing  that  he  was  tenant,  the  Court  could 
not  act  upon  his  possession  unless  he  was  made  a  par^. 
Jackson^  though  served  with  notice,  had  not  appeared 
upon  the  motion  before  the  Vice-chancellor. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Wigram^  in  support  of  the  motion, 
said,  that  if  the  rule  of  the  Court  was  as  laid  down  by 
tbe  Vice-ChanceUor  the  plaintifis  must  abandon  the 
suit.  That  Jacksoriy  the  moment  he  was  made  a  party 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  receiver's  possession, 
and  before  any  order  could  be  obtained,  would  deliver 
up  possession  to  some  other  person,  and  an  endless  suc- 
cession of  supplemental  bills  would  be  necessary. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  JVilbraham  appeared  for  Jachony 
and  submitted  that  the  objection  made  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  was  &tal  to  the  application.  But  the  Ijord 
Chancellor  said,  that  where  a  receiver  was  appointed,  the 
ordinary  direction  was  that  the  tenants  should  attorn ; 
that  the  Court  could  not  know  who  were  tenants ;  but 
that  if  application  was  made  to  A.  B.  and  C.  to  attorn 
and  they  would  not  do  so,  the  course  was  to  move  that 
they  should  attorn,  and  then  they  were  to  come  and 
inform  the  Court  whether  they  were  tenants  or  not. 

2l  S 


,458 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1823. 


Reio 

MU)J)LET0K* 


Mr.  Home  and  Mr*  WiJbraham  then  stated,  thai 
Jackson  had  taken  possession  with  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiffiy  and  upon  the  understanding  that  he  was  to 
pay  the  ground-rent  only. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  unless  the  con- 
trary was  shewn  by  affidavit,  it  must  be  understood  that 
the  pUiintiffi  only  consented  to  JiwksovCs  taking  posses- 
sion upon  the  same  terms  as  any  other  person,  and 
directed  the  motion  to  stand  over  till  the  next  seal,  with 
liberty  to  Jackson  to  file  an  affidavit  If  no  affidavit 
was  filed,  the  order  was  to  be  taken  according  to  the 
notice  of  motion* 


December  15.        Jackson  consenting  to  pay  an  occupation-rent  to  be 

settled  by  the  Master,  the  order  was  made  accordin^y. 
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182S. 


COLLYER  V.  FALLON.  Ro"«. 

December  15. 

tf^N  the  19th  of  March  1807,   Charles  Fallon^  being  An  officer  in  the 

^■"^    then   a  lieutenant  in   the  eleventh  regiment  of  *""y  cannot 

dragoons,  and  having  had  various  sums  of  money  ad-  V^^^  ^  commis- 

Tanced  to  him  by  Richard  Campbell  Bcaett,  as  agent  of  lion. 

Alexander  ColviUf  who  was  resident  in  Calcutta^  signed      ^°  officer  de- 

and  delivered  to  Mr. Bazett  a  note,  which  was  in  the  iv\      "*^°™* 

'  mission  as  a  se- ' 

following  words  :  —  curity  for  a  loan 

,,  _      _        ,-.,  .^^        of  money,  and  fiuw 

"  London,  March  19.  1807.       ther  covenanted 

^*  I  hereby  acknowledge  to  have  received  from  Mr.  with  the  deposit- 
Rkhard  Campbell  Bazett  the  sum    of   150^.   on   the  ^ry -»•  to  gell  the 
91  St  January  1807,  and  on  this  date  the  sum  of  850/.,  to  repay  the  loan 
making  in  all  500/.,  which  I  engage  to  repay  him  on  outofthepro- 
demlmd,  with  interest  from  the  respective  dates ;  and  it  ^®^  of  the  gale* 
is  hereby  understood  that  my  commission  as  a  lieutenant  y^   \ff^^^ 
in  the  eleventh  regiment  of  dragoons  is  deposited  with  subsequently,  and 
Mr.  Bazett  as  a  security  for  these  sums.  the  regulation 

«  Chahles  Fallon.'*  P"!^/  ^"?°«  ^'^ 

paid  to  the  reti> 

In  September  1809,  Fallon,  being  desirous  of  pur-  ^"8®™cf^« 

^  ,  .  1  agents,  he  trans- 

chasing  a  captaincy  in  his  regiment,  applied  to  Bazett,  fitted  to  them  a 

as  the  agent  of  Colvin,  to  advance  to  him  1900/.  for  written  order,  di-^ 

that  purpose ;  and  Bazett.  in  compliance  with  the  in-  ^^"^^  '^c™  ^ 

,     ,  ,      dischai^e,  out  of 

structions  of  his    principal,    agreed   lo    advance    the  jj^^  ^^^^^  i^ 

money,  provided  Fallon  would  secure  the  repayment  their  hands,  cer- 

\  tain  specified 

debts  due  from  him  to  certain  specified  individuals,  which  individuals  had  no  notice  of 
his  contract  with  B,  i  Held,  that  these  creditors  were  entitled  to  a  priority  over  B. 

After  the  institution  of  the  suit,  the  officer  took  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtors* 
act:  Held,  that  B,  had  not  any  title,  preferable  to  that  of  the  general  body  of  the  in- 
solvent's creditors,  to  the  surplus  which  remained  after  the  ddlits  specified  in  the 
written  order  were  satbfied. 
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1823.  of  the  19002^  and  of  a  further  sum  of  600/.  previously 

due  from  him  to  CoJvith  both  by  his  bond  and  by  the 
deposit  of  the  commission  which  he  then  held  or  might 
thereafter  hold  in  the  regiment.  Upon  these  terms  the 
money  was  advanced ;  and  Fallon^  on  the  16th  of  Sep^ 
tembeTf  executed  a  bond  for  50002.  to  Colvin^  or  his 
attorney,  or  hb  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns* 
The  condition  of  the  bond  was,  that  Fallon  should 
insure  his  life  and  place  the  policy  of  assurance  in 
Bazetfs  hands;  that  he  should  deposit  with  the  same 
gentleman  the  lieutenant's  commission  which  he  then 
held,  and  the  captain's  commission  which  he  had  agreed 
to  purchase,  accompanied  with  a  letter  addressed  to  the 
commander-in-chief^  requesting  his  permission,  or  that 
of  his  majesty,  to  sell  the  commissions  at  the  expiration 
of  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  bond ; 
and  that  he  should  accordingly  sell  the  ccmimissioDs, 
and  out  of  their  produce  repay  to  Colvinj  his  executorSf 
administrators,  or  assigns,  or  to  Bazett^  as  his  attorney, 
the  sum  of  2500/.,  with  interest,  and  the  expenses  of 
insurance,  if  in  the  meantime  the  regiment  were  pot 
sent  to  India^  or  he  did  not  procure  an  exchange  into 
some  troop  or  regiment  stationed  in  India:  but,  if 
either  of  these  events  happened  (a),  that  he  should 
repay  Colvin^  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
the  2500/L,  with  interest,  and  the  expenses  of  insurance, 
by  five  yearly  instalments. 

Fcdhn  afterwards  purchased  a  captain's  commission, 
and  deposited  it  with  Bazettj  in  whose  hands  it  still  re- 
mained. 

{a)  It  did  not  appear  in  the  tent  to  India^  nor  did  Captain 

pleadings,    whether    either    of  Fallon  exchange  into  a  thxip 

these  events  had  ha|>pened.  But,  stationed  in  Indku 
in  fact,  ndther  was  the  regiment 
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On  the  1 1th  of  SepUmber  1812,  an  indentare  was  ^  182S. 
executed  between  FaUon^  of  the  first  part,  Bazettj  of  the 
second  part,  and  certain  creditors  of  FaUanj  who  liad 
agreed  to  accept  a  composition  of  10s.  in  the  pound 
on  their  respective  debts,  of  the  thihl  part*  This  deed 
declared  that  the  commission,  which  was  then  deposited 
with  Bazettj  should  remain  in  his  hands  as  a  security  for 
the  amount  of  the  composition,  and  that,  if  the  compo- 
sition was  not  paid  within  twelve  months,  Bazeit  should 
have  authority  to  sell  the  commission,  and  to  apply  the 
proceeds  of  it  in  discharge^  first,  of  his  own  demand, 
and,  next,  of  the  sums  due  upon  the  composition  to  the 
creditors  whose  names  were  contained  in  an  annexed 
schedule.  Fallon  also  covenanted  that  he  would  concur 
in  the  sale,  and  do  whatever  might  be  necessary  for 
effectuating  it;  and  that  he  would  not  in  the  mean 
time  incumber  the  commission,  or  do  any  act  by  which 
it  might  be  incumbered,  to  the  prejudice  of  those,  cr^ 
ditors  or  of  Bazett;  and  he  constituted  BaxeU  his 
attorney  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  completing  the 
aale  and  oi  receiving  the  purchase-money. 

From  1812  to  1815  matters  remained  in  this  state; 
and,  during  the  interval,  nothing  was  done  under  the 
last-mentioned  indenture,  although  the  composition  had 
not  been  paid.  In  January  1815,  Captain  FaUorij  having 
obtained  leave  fi*om  the  commander-in-chief  to  retire 
from  the  service,  and  to  sell  his  commission,  employed 
Messrs.  Collyer^  as  army  agents,  to  assist  him  in  effect- 
ing the  sale.  Under  this  authority  they  sold  the  com- 
mission to  Lieutenant  Birmey  for  1785/.,  and  received 
the  purchase-money.  * 

*  The  exact  date  of  the  com-  a  csptaiii  in  the  eleventh  tepr 

pletion  of  the  purchase  did  not  ment  of  dragoons   till   on   or 

appear  in  the  pleadings.  Fallon^  about  the  26th  of  Jamuay  181^. 
in  his  answer,  stated  that  he  was 


182S. 
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On  the  12tfa  of  Jaswary  1815}  lEdUon  delivered  to 
Messrs.  Cctb/er  the  foUowiog  memorandam,  bearing 
date  on  that  day,  and  signed  by  him :  — 

ji 
^  Sams  to  be  retabed  by  Messrs.  CdOyer  out  of  the 

purchase>money  of  my  troop  in  the  eleventh  dragoons, 

as  lodged  by  Lieutenant  Binney  of  that  regiment; 

viz.  1785/. 

Regimental  debts,  Lieutenant  Binnejf%  ac- 
ceptance           ....    ^500  0  0 
Messrs.  Armitt  and  Borough            -            -     116  1   1 
Captain  Duberley  for  his  draft          -            -     .  50  0  0 
Messrs.  FairUe^  Bonham  and  Co.,  and  for 

which  I  have  given  a  separate  authority   -     500  0  0 


**  I  hereby  authorize  Messrs.  CdUt/er  to  retain  the  above 
sum  out  of  the  purchase-money  of  my  troop  lodged  in 
their  hands." 


On  the  same  day  he  delivered  to  Fairlie^  Bonham 
and  Co.  his  promissory-note  of  that  date  for  500iL,  ac- 
companied by  the  following  note,  signed  by  him,  and 
addressed  to  Messrs.  Collyer: — 

^<  London,  January  11.  1815. 
**  Gentlemen, — I  hereby  authorize  you  to  retain  the 
sum  of  500Z.  out  of  the  money  lodged  by  Lieutenant 
Binney,  of  the  eleventh  dragoons,  for  the  purchase  of 
my  troop,  to  pay  my  order  for  that  amount  in  favour  of 
Messrs.  Fairlie,  Bonham  and  Co." 

Messrs.  CoUyer,  upon  receiving  this  note,  promised 
to  retain,  out  of  the  money  in  their  hands,  500^  for  the 
use  of  Fairlie,  Bonham  and  Co. ;  and  the  Master  found, 
that  it  was  their  intention  to  have  paid  it,  had  they  not 
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been  prevented  by  Bazetfa  daini)  and  the  proceedings 
to  which  it  gave  rise. 

On  the  SOth  of  January  18 15,  Baxett  informed 
Messrs.  CMyer  of  the  assignment  of  the  produce  of  the 
commission  by  the  deed  of  September  1812.  On  the 
1st  of  Fdrttary  following^  he  sent  to  their  solicitor  a 
copy  of  that  indenture,  at  the  same  time  giving  tliem 
notice  of  the  bond  which  had  been  executed,  and  of  the 
fiu:t  that  the  commissions  were  deposited  with  him  under 
a  declaration,  in  Fattan's  handwriting,  that  they  were 
mtended  as  a  security  for  the  debt  due  from  that  gende- 
man  to  Mr.  Colvin.  Of  the  2500/.,  FaUm  had  paid  off 
925L;  the  remaining  1515/.  was  still  unsatisfied,  with 
an  arrear  of  interest  exceeding  964/. ;  and  the  sum  due 
under  the  composition  deed  to  the  creditors  who  were 
parties  to  it,  amounted  to  SOOL  Bazettj  therefore,  as 
attorney  of  Mr.  Colvin,  and  trustee  for  these  creditors, 
insisted  that  he  was  entitled,  in  preference  to  every  other 
claimant,  to  the  fund  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  com- 
mission, and  called  upon  Messrs.  Cottyer  to  pay  to  him  the 
Trhole  of  the  money.  On  the  other  hand,  Fallon  com- 
menced an  acdon  against  the  army  agents  for  the 
recovery  of  the  balance  which  would  remain  in  their 
hands  afler  the  payment  of  the  sums  appropriated  by 
the  memorandum  of  the  12th  oi  January  1815. 


182S. 


Under  these  circumstances,  Messrs.  Cb2^^  filed  a  bill 
of  interpleader,  stating  the  various  claims  which  had 
been  made  to  the  fund,  and  praying  that  the  rights  of 
the  different  claimants  might  be  ascertained. 

FaUan^  by  his  answer,  declared,  that  the  commission 
had  been  sold  entirely  for  his  own  purposes,  and  with 
the  view  of  applying  the  purchase-money  according  to 
his  own  discretion :  and  he  insisted,  that  both  the  bond 
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182S.  and  the  indentnrey  so  fiur  as  they  affected  to  operate 

upon  the  produce  of  a  commission,  for  the  sale  of  which 
leave  had  not  then  been  obtamed,  were  contrary  to  the 
'  pcdicy  of  the  law. 

On  the  5th  of  October  1815,  FaUm  took  the  benefit  of 
the  insolvent  debtors'  act ;  and  a  supplemental  bill  was 
filed  against  John  &  Shariofj  his  assignee. 


By  an  order,  dated  the  23d  of  July  1821,  it  was 
finrred  to  the  Master,  to  enquire  into,  and  state  the  prior- 
ities of  the  different  claims  which  had  been  made  upon 
the  money  pud  into  Court  by  the  Plaintifi. 

The  report,  dated  the  12th  of  May  182S,  S9t  forth  the 
claims  of  the  different  parties,  and  the  circumstances 
upon  which  they  were  founded.  After  mentioning  the 
demand  o(  Sharkey  as  assignee  under  the  insolvent  ac^ 
the  Master  added,  that  no  assignment  of  FaUorCs  estate 
and  effects  had  been  produced^  but  that,  in  an  order  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  dated  the  4th  of  August 
1818,  Sharkey  was  described  to  be  assignee  of  Falkmfs 
estate^  and  ordered  to  account  for  the  effects  gotten  iu 
by  him  in  that  character. 

At  the  hearing  on  further  directions,  the  cliums  of 
three  adverse  interests  were  to  be  determined. 

First,  Bazett  claimed  a  lien  on  the  fund  in  Court, 
which  entitled  him,  and  those  whom  he  represented,  to 
payment  of  the,  whole  of  their  demands,  in  preference 
to  every  other  creditor. 

Secondly,  the  creditors,  enumerated  in  the  memoran* 
dnm  of  the  12th  oi  January  1815,  insisted  that  they  had 
a  right  to  be  preferred  both  to  Bazett^  and  to  the  general 
creditors* 
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Thirdly*  the  assignee  under  the  insolvent  dditor^  act 
denied  the  right  of  dther  JBazett  or  the  creditors  sped- 
fied  in  the  memorandum,  to  any  priority ;  and,  on  be- 
half  of  the  general  creditors,  claimed  the  whole  of  the 
fund,  or,  if  one  of  the  two  alleged  priorities  should  be 
sustained,  the  residue  of  it,  for  the  purpose  of  propor- 
tional distribution.  > 


1823. 


Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Wesif  for  Bazettj  argued. 

First,  that,  by  analogy  to  the  principle,  on  which  the 
deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  real  estate  was  held  to  con- 
stitute an  equitable  mortgage  of  the  land,  the  deposit  of  a 
commission  in  the  army  as  a  security  for  money,  parti- 
cularly when  that  money  had  been  advanced  by  the 
depositury  to  the  borrower,  to  enable  the  latter  to  pur- 
chase the  commission,  and  had  been  employed  for  that 
purpose,  would  create  a  specific  lien  on  the  money 
which  might  afterwards  be  raised  by  the  sale  of  the 
military  rank  which  the  borrower  had  acquired  and 
held  by  yirtue  of  the  commission  so  dq>osited. 


Secondly^  there  was  between  Bctzett  and  Fallon  an 
express  contract  with  respect  to  the  future  produce 
of  the  sale  of  the  commission,  which,  in  equity,  con- 
stituted the  latter  a  trustee  for  Bazett  and  those  whom 
he  represented^  and  gave  them  a  specific  lien  on  the 
money  for  which  the  commission  should,  at  any  tim^ 
be  sold.  **  Whatsoever  is  the  agreement,"  says  Lord 
Loughborough  in  Legard  v.  Hodges  (a),  ^^  ccmceming 
any  subject,  real  or  personal,  though  in  form  and  con- 
struction purely  personal  and  suable  only  at  law ;  yet, 
in  this  Court,  it  binds  the  consciences^*  and,  as  he  after- 
wards adds^   ^^  raises  a  trust"    By  the  bond  of  the 


(a)  1  Ves.  jun,  478. 
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GOLLYER 
V, 

Fallon. 


16th  of  September  1809,  as  well  as  by  the  indenture  of 
the  11th  of  September  1812,  Fallon  contracted,  that, 
upon  certain  contingencies  which  have  happened,  the 
commission  should  be  sold,  and  the  money  obtained 
for  it  applied  in  discharge  of  Bazetfs  demand :  there- 
fore, in  endeavouring  to  appropriate  any  part  of  that 
money  to  a  different  purpose,  he  seeks  to  commit  a 
fraud  upon  his  own  contract.  This  engagement  was 
consistent  with  the  rules  of  law :  5  and  6  Edward  VI. 
€.16;  49  Geo,  III.  c»  127.  s,  7* ;  Berrisford  v.  Done*  (a) 
Even  if  objections  could  be  taken  to  it,  so  far  as  it  bound 
Fallon  to  sell  his  commission,  it  would  remain  valid  to 
the  extent  of  charging  the  money  produced  by  the  sale 
of  the  captaincy.    Greenwood  v.  Bishop  ^London.  (£) 


Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Norton^  ior  Fairlie^  Bonham  and 
Co.,  and  the  other  creditors  in  the  same  situation  with 
them. 

It  is  settled  that  neither  the  fall  pay  nor  the  half-pay 
of  an  officer  can  be  assigned  or  pledged ;  Berwick  v. 
Bead  (c) ;  Flarfy  v.  Odium,  (d)  The  principle  has  been 
extended  to  other  transactions,  comprehended  within  the 
same  views  of  public  policy,  which  were  the  foundation  of 
the  rule;  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough (e);  add  it 
will  undoubtedly  include  such  dealings  as  those  which 
have  taken  place  between  Fallon  and  Bazett.  If  the  pay 
of  an  officer  cannot  be  pledged  or  assigned,  a  Jbrfiori 
the  commission  itself  and  the  right  and  title  to  that  mili- 
tary rank,  in  respect  of  which  the  pay  becomes  due:,  must 
be  incapable  of  being  so  dealt  with.  The  money,  which, 
upon  the  retirement  of  an  officer  from  the  army,  is  fire- 


(a)  lVeni.98. 
(5)   5TaaDt.787. 
893. 


1  Marah. 


(c)  iH.  Blacks.  627. 

(d)  5T.R.651. 

(e)  1  Swaost.  79. 
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qaently  paid  by  the  individual  who  succeeds  to  his  rank,  is  ^  182S« 
not  the  price  of  any  property  transferred  from  the  former 
to  the  latter :  it  is  only  with  the  permission  and  by  the 
authority  of  the  crown  that  it  is  paid  by  the  one  or 
received  by  the  other.  The  sum,  which  Lieutenant 
Binney  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  army  agents,  was 
not  the  consideration- money  for  any  property,  interest, 
or  thing  which  Fallon  either  had  or  could  have  pledged 
or  assigned ;  it  was  merely  in  consequence  of  the  royal 
favour,  that  FaUon  became  entitled  to  that  sum :  and, 
consequently,  Bazett  had  no  lien  upon  it.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  creditors  enumerated  in  the  memoran- 
dum of  the  12th  of  January  1815  had  a  lien  upon  it: 
for  that  memorandum  was,  to  the  amount  of  the  sums 
stated  in  it,  a  good  equitable  assignment  of  an  existing 
fund  held  by  Messrs.  CoUyer  for  the  benefit  and  at  the 
disposal  of  Fallon.    Ex  parte  Alderson.  {a) 

m 

The  Master  oe  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is  not.  Whether  it  is  legal  for  an  officer 
to  sell  his  commission,  but  what  is  the  effect  of  his 
making  a  deposit  of  the  parchment  or  instrument  which 
appoints  him  to  hold,  and  is  the  evidence  of  his  being 
invested  with,  a  certain  military  rank  ?  Ca&  such  a  de- 
posit be  lawfully  made  by  an  officer  who  continues  in  the 
service  ?  If  it  can  be  so  made,  what  are  the  rights  which 
it  gives  to  the  depositary  ?  A  military  commission  is 
in  its  very  nature  personal;  being  the  authority  under 
which  the  individual  named  in  it  is  to  act,  it  cannot  be 
separated  from  him,  and  is  of  no  use  to  any  one  else. 
If  he  should  be  taken  prisoner  —  if  any  doubt  should 
arise  with  respect  to  seniority  or  comparative  rank  — 
should  there,  on  any  occasion,  be  a  question  as  to  his 
title  to  enjoy  all  the  rights  and  privileges  attached  to 

(a)  ]  Mad.  Rep.  53. 
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ISSS.  the  service,  —  the  ocxnmission  is  the  document  on  whidh 

the  officer  must  rely,  and  which  he  must  therefore 
take  care  to  keep  always  within  his  own  power.  If  he 
were  at  any  time  called  upon  to  produce  the  authority 
under  which  he  claimed  to  act,  would  it  be  any  answer 
to  say,  that  he  had  placed  it  in  pledge  or  mortgage? 
The  commission  is  not  property :  he  could  not  sell  it; 
more  than  the  parchment,  at  least,  he  could  not  sell ; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  sale  of  the  office^  the 
possession  of  the  parchment  is  not  necessary.  Apart 
from  the  officer  named  in  it,  the  commission  is  nothii^ ; 
in  the  Iiands  of  a  stranger  it  is  mere  waste  paper,  con- 
ferring neither  authorities  nor  rights.  The  depositary 
could  not  go  to  the  war-office  and  claim  either  whole  or 
halC'pay;  for  military  pay  is  not  assignable:  neither 
could  he  give  any  body  else  a  right  to  receive  pay.  The 
most  alarming  consequences  might  follow,  if  it  were  to 
be  held  that  an  officer  might  pledge  or  mortgage  his 
commission ;  and  it  is  of  importance  that  it  should  be 
generally  understood,  that  this  Court  will  not  entertain 
the  doctrine,  that  an  officer,  while  he  remains  m  the 
service,  can  lawfully  part  with  his  commission  by  way  of 
pledge  or  mortgage,  or  that  he  can,  by  so  doings  g^ve  the 
depositary  any  rights  with  respect  to  it. 

Fallon f  in  depositing  his  commissioii  with  Bazett^  did 
that  which  he  could  not  do  legally,  and  which,  there- 
fore, cannot  create  a  lien  in  &vour  of  Bazett.  For  the 
purpose  of  establishing  his  present  claim,  the  deposit  is 
nothing.  The  parchment  instrument  was  all  that  was 
put  into  his  hands  ^  he  still  has  it,  and  he  may  make  of 
it  what-use  he  can. 

'  Bazett  therefore,  if  he  can  maintain  his  claim  at 
all,  must  stand  exclusively  upon  contract;  and  a  oaoc^ 
tract  he  undoubtedly  had,   but  not  such  contract  as 
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creates  lien.     The  argument  on  his  side  has  been,  that,       ^  1828. 
whenever  parties  contract  with  respect  to  a  subject- 
matter,  that  subject-matter  is  thereby  bound.    I  assent 
to  the  principle  when  rightly  understood ;  but  it  is  a 
principle  which  must  be   received  with   qualifications. 
Contract  with  respect  to  a  given  matter  binds  the  pro- 
perty as  between  the  parties  to  the  contract ;  but  it  does 
not  affect  the  rights  of  third  persons,  or  bind  the  property 
in  reference  to  any  claim  which  they  may  have  upon  it, 
unless  they  either  have  notice,  or  are  volunteers.     This 
limitation  of  the  proposition  is  stated  explicitly  by  Lord 
iMtghbarough  in  the  very  passage  which  was  relied  on.  {a) 
"  Whatsoever,^^  says  he,  "  is  the  agreement  concerning 
any  subject  real  or  personal,  though  in  form  and  con- 
struction merely  personal  and  suable  only  at  law,  yet,  in 
this  Court,  it  binds  the  conscience ; "  that  is  to  say,  the 
conscience  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  and  of  those 
who  claim  under  them  either  with  notice  or  without 
consideration.     For  his  Lordship  adds,  ^^  This  maxim 
I  take  to  be  universal,  that,  wherever  persons  agree  con- 
cerning any  particular  subject,  that  in  a  court  of  equity, 
AS  (gainst  the  party  himself^  and  any , claiming  under  him 
^Umtarily  or  with  notice,  raises  a  trust"     Now  Fairlie 
and  Co.,  and  the  other  persons  who  along  with  them 
clum  a  lien  on  the  fund  in  Court,  in  opposition  to 
Bazetfs  demand,  though  they  claim  under  Fallon,  do 
not  claim  voluntarily  or  with  notice.     They  are  bond 
&fe  creditors ;  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  had 
notice  of  Fallofi^s  agreement  with  Bazett.     By  the  bond 
and  the  indenture  Fallon  engaged,  that,  when  his  com- 
inission   should  be   sold,    part  of  the  produce  of  it 
should  be  appropriated  to  pay  Bazett;  and  that  con- 
tract Was  undoubtedly  good  and  binding  as  between 
Gallon  and  Bazett.     The  commission  was  subsequently 
sold  through  the  agency  of  Messrs.  Collyer,  who  re- 

(a)  1  Ves.jun.478. 
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1828.  celved  the  money  on  behalf  of  the  vendor ;  and  he  di- 

rected  then,  to  apply  a  certain  part  of  it  in  discharge  of 
the  claims  of  some  creditorsi  whose  names,  with   the 
amount  of  their  respective  debts,  are  set  forth  in  a 
written    particular.     The  agents   consider  themselves 
bound,  as  against  the  property,  to  distribute  it  accord- 
ing to  this  particular;  though  having,  before  it  was  so 
applied,  received  notice  of  Bazetfs  claim,   they    have 
thought  it  prudent  to  transfer  the  fund  into  Court,  and 
to  abstain  from  acting  upon  their  own  responsibility.  • 
The  vendor's  order  to  the  agents  to  pay  the  creditors 
was  an  appropriation  of  the  money ;  and  these  creditors* 
through  the  agents,  obtained  possession  of  the  fund. 
Whether  the  vendor,  in  making  that  appropriation, 
committed  a  fraud  upon  his  contract  with  Bazett^  is  a 
question  with  which  they  have  no  concern ;  for  ibey 
were  no  parties  to  that  contract,  and  had  no  notice  of  it. 
The  case  would  beVery  different,  if  it  were  shown,  ^tfaer 
that  they  had  notice  of  Bazett  and  Co.'s  rights  under  the 
agreement  with  Fallon,  or  that  they  were  not  creditors 
for  a  valuable  consideration. 

In  truth,  this  is  the  common  case  of  a  debtor,  wlio» 
having  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  his  banker,  gives  some  of 
his  creditors  a  right  to  take  it,  and  distribute  it  among 
themselves  in  satisfaction  of  their  demands.  The  order 
on  Messrs.  Colfyer  to  pay  the  creditors  enumerated  in 
the  memorandum  of  the  12th  ofjatmary  was  an  asagn- 
ment  by  Fallon  of  a  chose  in  action ;  it  created  lien»  and 
those,  in  whose  favour  it  was  given,  got  hold  of  the  fund. 
The  adverse  claimants  have  nothing  to  oppose  to  this 
lien,  except  contract. 

Therefore^  on  both  of  the  questions  raised  in  this  suit, 
Bazett  must  fail,  (a) 

(a)  See  the  following  cues  r—  Law  v.  Law,  Cm.  teoip.  IWboC; 
Crouch  v.  Martin,  3Veni.595.;      140.;  Stuari  v.  l^twker,  a  W. 
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This  point  having  been  determined,  Mr.  BoupeB,  for 
the  assignee  under  the  insolvent  debtors'  act,  was  pro* 
ceeding  to  argue,  first,  that  no  person  was  entitled  to 
any  preference  over  the  general  creditors;  and,  se« 
condly,  that,  even  if  the  creditors,  whom  the  Court 
had  preferred  to  Bazett  and  Co.,  were  to  be  preferred  to 
the  general  creditors,  Bazett  and  Co.  had  no  ^title  to 
priori^,  and  ought  to  rank  pari  passu  with  the  other 
creditors  of  the  insolvent. 


1829. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  Master  in  his 
report  finds,  that  no  assignment  of  the  estate  and  efiects 
of  Fallon  had  been  produced  before  him.  The  Court 
cannot  listen  to  counsel  for  an  alleged  assignee^  of  whose 
tide  to  that  character  of  assignee,  in  which  alone  he 
would  have  a  right  to  be  heard,  it  has  not  the  requi-> 
site  evidence. 


The  decree  directed  that  the  Master  should  tax  the 
costs,  and  compute  interest  up  to  the  date  of  bis  further 
report  on  the  debts  otFairlief  Bonham^  and  Co.,  Armiti 
and  Borough^  and  Duberky,  and  that  they  should  be 
paid  their  principal,  interest,  and  costs  out  of  the  fund 
in  court.  It  then  ordered  ^  the  residue  of  the  money  and 
cash  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  Richard  C.  Bazett^  on 
account  of  his  claim  of  2539/.  135.  9dU  for  principal  and 
interest  mentioned  in  the  Master's  general  report  (a) ;  and 


VAzx^l.nST.ilAdderdalev.The 
Dvke  of  Montrose,  4  T.  Rep. 
248. ;  Stone  v.  Lidderdale,  2  Anst. 
555.;  Mouyi  v.  Leake,  8  T.  Rep; 
414.;  Davis  v.  Edgar,  4  Taunt. 
65.;  see  also  1  O.2.  st  2.  c.  H-. 
and  1  G.  4.  c.  119.  b,38. 

(a)    Sir  Tkamta  Planter  did 
not  dedde  any  question  as  be^ 

2K 


tween  the  assignee  under  the 
insolvent  debtors*  act  on  the 
one  hand,  and  either  Batett,  or 
the  creditors,  whose  priority  was 
established,  on  the  other  hand  ; 
though  the  principles,  on  which 
his  judgment  proceeded,  would 
obviously  sustain  the  daim  of 
Che  latter TiigaiDCst  that  of  the  ge^ 
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18S4. 

jDec.  6. 10. 


bis  Honor/'  the  decree  added,  *'  doth  not  think  fit  to 
give  any  costs  to  the  defendant,  R.  C  Bazett"  (a) 


Sharket/j  the  assignee  under  the  insolvent  debtors'  act, 
presented  a  petition  of  rehearing,  which  prayed  that  the 
Court  would  reverse  so  much  of  the  decree  of  the  15th 
of  December  1823  as  directed  the  residue  of  the  money 
produced  by  the  sale  oi  FaUon^s  commission  to  be  paid 
to  the  defendant  Richard  C.  Bazetl,  and,  instead  thereof, 
would  order  that  residue  to  be  paid  to  the  petitioner  in 
his  character  of  assignee. 


It  did  not  question  the  priority  of  the  creditors  who 
were  included  in  the  memorandum  of  the  12th  ofjanu-^ 
arylSlS. 

Mr.  Raupell  and  Mr.  Knight^  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  West,  for  BazeU, 


The  petitioner  had  obtained  an  order  to  prove  vivd 
voce  at  the  hearing  the  assignment  to  him  of  JPoifon's 
estate  and  effects;  but  Mr. Home  and  Mr. SAadwdl 


neral  creditors.  Neither  was 
the  direction  in  the  decree  for 
the  payment  of  the  residue  to 
Bazett  the  result  of  any  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Court  on  any 
question  that  might  be  raised 
between  him  and  the  assignee. 
In  the  circumstances,  under 
which  the  cause  came  on  to  b^ 
heard,  Bazett  was  the  only  party 
before  the  Court  who  was  in  a 
condition  to  assert  any  claim  to 


the  residue;  for  Sharkey  had 
not  proved  himself  to  be  as- 
signee. 

(o)  The  question  ai^ed  and 
decided  at  this  rebeariiig  had 
not  been  broqght  before  the 
Court  at  the  original  hearing  on 
further  directions ;  for  ^arkey^ 
not  being  then  in  a  condition  to 
make  out  his  title  to  the  charac- 
ter of  assignee  could  not  raise 
the  point. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


478 


relieved  him  from  all  difficulty  on  that  point,  by  ad- 
mitting that  he  was  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent,  and 
choosing  to  argue  the  question  on  its  merits. 


1924. 


For  the  petition  it  was  argued,  that  the  general  cre- 
ditors ought  not  to  be  postponed  to  Bazettf  who,  with 
his  ceslui  que  trust  Cotviuj  were  at  the  utmost  only  spe- 
cialty creditors  of  Fallon.  There  was  nothing  in  the 
transactions  between  Fallon  and  Bazett,  which  could 
create  lien  upon,  or  amount,  in  equity,  to  an  assignment 
of,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  commission.  Indeed, 
that  part  of  the  decree,  in  which  all  parties  acquiesced, 
proved,  that  the  alleged  lien  of  Bazett  was  altogether  a 
nullity.  For  if  Bazett  was,  in  truth,  assignee  of  the 
fund,  his  title,  such  as  it  might  be,  was  the  first  in 
point  of  time,  and  would,  therefore,  have  prevailed 
against  the  equitable  assignment  to  particular  creditors 
contained  in  the  memorandum  of  the  12th  of  January* 
In  fact,  however,  the  Court  had  determined  in  &vour 
of  these  particular  creditors,  and  had  even  refused  costs 
to  Bazett.  Consequently,  Bazett  could  not  be  assignee 
of  the  fund ;  and,  if  he  was  not  such  assignee,  he  had 
DO  claim  upon  it,  except  as  ranking  pari  passu  with  the 
other  creditors. 


In  reply  to  this  line  of  argument,  Mr.  Home  and 
Mr.  ShadweU  obsei*ved,  that  the  reason  why  Bazett 
had  failed  in  the  competition  with  the  creditors  enu- 
merated in  the  memorandum  was,  that  these  creditors 
had  been  held  to  be  assignees  of  particular  portions  of 
the  fund  for  valuable  consideration.  The  present  claim- 
ant did  not  fill  that  character ;  and,  consequently,  there 
was  nothing  in  the  principle  which  had  prevented 
Bazett  firom  having  the  first  priority,  to  exclude  him 

2K  S 
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from  preference  over  the  general  mass  of  creditors. 
The  contract  of  Fallon  with  Bazett  bound  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  commission  as  between  the  parties  to 
that  contract  The  assignee  under  the  insolvent  act 
could  not  be  in  a  better  situation  than  the  insolvent  him- 
self would  have  been;  and,  consequently,  as  against  that 
assignee,  the  clidm  of  Bazett  must  be  allowed. 


Jkcmhr  10% 


Lord  Gifford,  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

On  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able  to 
give  the  subject  since  the  case  was  last  heard,  it  appeals 
to  me,  with  the  utmost  deference  for  the  decision  of  the 
late  Master  of  tie  BoUs^  that  Mr.  Bazett  cannot  substan* 
tiate  the  claim  which  he  has  made  on  the  produce  of 
ihese  commissions. 

It  has  been  settled  in  various  cases,  on  the  ground  of 
public  policy,  and  it  was  admitted  in  the  argument,  that 
the  pay  of  an  officer  in  the  army  cannot  be  assigned  by 
him  to  any  other  person.  It  is  equally  clear,  that  be 
has  no  right  to  alienate  his  commission ;  though,  if  be 
wishes  to  retire  from  the  army,  he  may,  under  special 
circumstances,  and  through  the  medium  of  the  oom- 
mander-in-chief,  obtain  the  leave  of  the  crown  to  sell 
out  for  the  regulation  price.  Undoubtedly,  therefore^ 
die  commission  itself  was  not  alienable  by  Captain 
Fallon. 

All  that  Captain  Fallon  did  in  the  first  instance  was 
to  deposit  the  commission  itself  with  Mr.  Bazett.  This 
could  at  the  utmost  give  a  lien  (if  such  a  lien  coold  be 
given)  only  on  the  parchment  or  paper  of  the  insCra- 
menc;  and  of  that  lien,  such  as  it  is,  Mu  Bazett  has  the 
full  benefit ;  for  it  appears  by  the  Master^s  reporf,  that 
the  commissions  are  still  in  his  hands. 
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Then,  by  the  deed  of  1812,  Captain  Fallon  consented 
that  Bazett  should  be  at  liberty  to  sell  the  commission. 
That  consent  never  could  be  enforced ;  neither  does  it 
appear  that  any  attempt  was  made  to  act  upon  it 
Baxett  never  could  have  been  entitled  to  effect  a  sale ; 
for  no  officer  in  the  army  can,  without  the  permission 
of  the  crown,  authorize  any  other  person  to  sell  his 


1824. 


commission. 


A  covenant  was  likewise  procured  from  Fallon  that 
he  would  do  no  act  to  incumber  the  commission.  That 
covenant  undoubtedly  still  exists  in  due  force,  if  any 
remedy  upon  it  can  be  obtained. 

It  appears  to  me^  therefore,  that  the  deposit  of  the 
commission,  even  accompanied,  as  it  subsequently  was, 
by  the  covenants  in  the  deed  of  1812,  could  not  give 
Mr.  Bazeit  a  specific  lien  on  the  purchase-money  which 
might  afterwards  be  paid  by  any  other  officer,  to  whom 
Captain  Fallon^  in  consequence  of  permission  granted 
by  the  commander-in-chie^  might  sell  his  captaincy  of 
dragoons. 

When  the  requisite  permission  was  obtained  in  1815, 
Captain  FaUon  had  no  communication  with  Mr.  Bazeit  / 
Bor  was  Mr.  Bazett  a  party  to  the  subsequent  sale. 
Throughout  the  transaction  Captain  Fallon  acted  by  his 
own  authority.  It  was  he  who  employed  the  Plaintifls 
to  sell  it;  by  them  the  sale  was  effected;  into  their 
hands  the'purchase^money  was  paid.  The  money  being 
thus  paid  to  them,  I  do  not  see  how  Bazett  could  have 
maintained  an  action  at  law  against  them  for  money 
had  and  received  on  his  behalf.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
admitted,  that,  when  the  money  came  into  the  hands  of 
the  Messrs.  CoUyerj  Captain  Fallon  had  full  authority  to 
appropriate  any  part  of  it ;  and  that  authority  he  exer- 
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1824k  _  cised  by  appropriating  a  sum  to  those  creditors  whose 
preferable  title  has  been  already  ratified  by  the  Court. 
The  appropriation  so  made  stands  on  grounds  perfectly 
different  from  the  present  claim ;  for  it  was  an  appro- 
priation,  not  of  money  to  be  received  by  the  sale  of  a 
commission,  but  of  money  which  had  been  actually  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiffs,  and  had  become  a  debt  due 
from  them  to  him.  The  moment,  therefore,  that  the 
memorandum,  directing  them  to  retain  a  sum  of  1160/. 
for  the  benefit  of  particular  persons,  was  oommtinicated 
to  them,  they  became  trustees  of  so  much  of  the  fund 
for  the  use  of  the  persons  thus  specified.  With  respect 
to  the  residue,  the  case  is  different:  for,  unless  Captain 
Fallon  consented  to  the  appropriation  of  it,  as  he  had 
consented  to  the  appropriation  of  the  other  sums,  it 
could  not  but  continue  to  be  what  it  was  when  it  first 
came  into  the  hands  of  the  agents — money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  them  for  his  use.  Did  he  then  appropriate  it 
to  the  discharge  of  Bazetfs  debt?  quite  the  contiaiy. 
No  sooner  did  Bazett  give  notice  of  his  daim^  than 
Fallon  came  forward  to  object  to  it,  and  to  assert  his 
right  to  dispose  of  the  money  as  being  received  fiir  his 
own  use,  and  held  solely  for  his  own  benefit. 

If  Bazett  has  no  claim,  it  is  clear,  FaUon  having 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act,  that  the  money 
passed  by  the  assignment  to  Sharkey^  whose  title  as 
assignee,  though  not  stated  conclusively  in  the  report, 
has  been  admitted  at  the  bar* 
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Rolls. 

1835. 

BINNINGTON  v.  HAR WOOD.  Dec.  le.  is. 

1814. 
Februarjf  10. 

^^ERTAIN  freehold  and  copyhold  premises,  repre-  i8«5. 

^^^  sented  by  the  bill  as  being  subject  to  a  mortgage  ^  *^* 

for  500/.  to  Eadon,  were  devised  and  appointed  by  Ca^  Where  a  decree 
tharine  Binnington^  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemp-  ^^^^^  j-Jje  ac- 
tioUy  to  two  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell,  and,  after  paying  counts  of  a  mort« 
the   mortgage   and   some   other   debts,   to   divide   the  gagec  in  possea- 
residue  of  the  produce  among  her  five  children  equally.  'j°"'|j"^      ^^ 
The  original  trustees  being  dead,  and  the  legal  estate  and  that  the  rents 
in  the  premises  having  descended  to  two  in&nts,  Eadoitf  and  profits  of  the 
in  conjunction  with  two  of  the  five  persons   entitled  ?""«""«»« oft«» 
beneficially  to  the  equity  of  redemption,  filed  the  ori-  ^^  intcrett  ac- 
ginal  bill  on  the  12th  of  June  1809,  against  the  three  cnieddueon  the 
other  cestuisque  trust,  who  were  stated  to  be  all  out  of  ^^^^^  should  be 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  against  the  two  infant  J^^  of  the  oria. 
trustees.     It  alleged  that  the  whole  of  the  500/.,  with  an  dpal;  a  rest 
arrear  of  interest,  was  due  to  Eadon  upon  his  mortgage,  ®"g**'  ^  ^  ™ade 
and  that  he  was  willing  to  concur  with  his  co-plaiutifis         *  t  bv  th 
in  a  sale;  and  it  prayed,  among  other  things,  that  the  mortgagee  of  a 
freehold  and  copyhold  premises  might  be  sold ;  that,  if  sum  exceeding 

necessary,  an  account  miirht  be  taken  of  what  was  due    .  ®  *"  '^^   . 

\         .  ,        ,  J    1       1  .  though  occumng 

to  Eadon  for  principal  and  interest ;  and  that  his  mort-  in  the  interval 

gage  debt  might  be  discharged  out  of  the  money  to  be  between  the  an- 

raised  by  the  sale.  nual  rests. 

From  that  date 
the  subsequent  annual  rests  ought  to  be  computed. 
An  equity  of  redemption,  being  subject  to  a  trust  for  sale,  the  mortgagee,  with  some 
of  the  cesttdsque  trust  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  filed  a  bill  for  the  sale  of  the  pr^^ 
mises,  alleging  that  the  whole  of  his  principal,  with  an  airear  of  interest,  was  due  to  him, 
and  suppressing  the  fact,  that  he  had  been  for  several  years  in  possession ;  the  result 
of  the  account  was,  that  nothing  was  due  on  the  mortgage  when  the  bill  was  filed :  Held, 
that  the  mortgagee  must  pay  to  the  defendants  the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  suit  as 
rdated  to  the  mortgage,  and  the  accounts  and  enqunies  concerning  it. 
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The  answers  disclosed  a  fact,  of  which  no  mention  was 
made  in  the  bill,  that  Eadon  had  been  for  many  years  in 
possession  of  both  the  freehold  and  copyhold  premises. 

On  the  6th  otjidy  1813,  a  decree  was  made,  which, 
so  far  as  Eadon  or  his  claims  were  concerned,  was  the 
usual  decree  against  a  mortgagee  in  possession ;  oon« 
taining  the  common  directions,  that  the  Master  should 
tax  him  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  set  an  annual  vatue  by 
way  of  rent  upon  the  premises,  with  which  he  was  to  be 
charged  during  the  time  of  his  possession.  Under  this 
decree,  varied  in  some  collateral  points  by  an  order  of 
the  13th  of  November  1813,  an  occupation-rent  was 
fixed,  and  the  estates  were  sold. 


In  the  subsequent  proceedings  it  appeared  that  the 
copyholds,  of  which  Eadon  had  claimed  to  be  mort- 
gagee, were,  in  truth,  not  included  in  his  mortgage; 
and  it  was  further  alleged  by  those  who  were  opposed 
to  him  in  interest,  that  his  debt  had  been  satisfied  by 
the  rents  and  profits  which  he  had  received  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  and  that  his  conduct  had  been  such  as 
not  to  entitle  him  to  the  indulgence  with  which,  in  ordi- 
nary cases,  the  Court  treats  a  mortgagee.    Accordingly, 
the  matter  was  brought  before  the  Lord  Chancellor^  by 
a  petition  for  the  rehearing  of  the  original  decree,  and 
also  a  petition  of  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  the 
Vice -Chancellor.     In  this  stage  of  the  cause,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  gave  Eadon  die  option  of  being  treated,  with 
respect  to  the  copyhold  premises,  either  as  a  wrong- 
doer or  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession;   and,  Eadon 
having  elected  to  be  dealt  with  in  ihe  latter  character,  a 
decree  was  pronounced,  which,  after  ordering  that  some 
variations  should  be  made  in  the  former  decree,  and 
particularly  that  the  clause  providing  for  the  taxation  of 
Eadoris  costs  should  be  omitted,  directed  the  following 
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words  to  be  added  to  it :  —  <<  And,  it  being  admitted  1823. 

that  the  said  plaintiff,  Francis  Eadon^  bad  been  in  pos-      ^     ^  ■ 
session  of,  or  in  the  receipt  of,  the  rents  and  profits  of  the       _     «. 
said  copyhold  premises,  and  he  submitting  to  be  charged 
as  a  mortgagee  in  possession  thereof,  it  is  ordered  that 
the  Master  do  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  the  said  copyhold  premises  received  by  the  said 
Francis  Eadon^  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  by  his 
order  or  for  his  use^  or  which,  without  his  wiliul  default^ 
might  have  been  received  thereout :  and  the  said  Master 
is  to  set  an  annual  value  by  way  of  rent  on  the  said  copy- 
hold premises  for  the  time  during  which  Francis  Eadon 
has  been  in  the  possession  or  occupation  thereof  ac- 
cording to  which  the  said  Francis  Eadon  ought  to  be 
charged,  and  the  said  Francis  Eadon  is  to  be  charged 
therewith  accordingly :  and  in  taking  the  said  account 
of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  account  directed  by  the 
said  decree  with  respect  to  the  fireehold  premises,  the 
said  Master  is  to  make  annual  rests,  and  when  and  as 
often  as  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  freehold  and 
copyhold  premises  shall  exceed  the  interest  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  it  is  ordered  that  the  same  be  applied  in 
reduction  of  the  principal  money  due  in  respect  of  the 
said  mortgage  debt,"  &c. 

The  Master,  in  his  report,  made  the  first  rest  on  the 
5th  o(  Jidy  1805,  when  he  credited  the  mortgagee  with 
500/.,  for  principal,  and  75/.  for  three  years'  arrear  of 
interest,  and  debited  him  with  two  sums  of  246/.  Is, 
and  110/.  6s.f  which  had  been  received  by  him  in  the 
preceding  February f  for  profits  and  arrears  of  rent  of  the 
premises. 

To  this  report  an  exception  was  taken ;  and  the  ex- 
ception, besides  resisting  the  report  on  two  other 
points,  stated,  <*  that  the  Master  had  allowed  75/.  for 
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three  years'  interest  on  the  principal  sum  of  SOOL  in 
mortgage  to  the  defendant  Francis  Eadon  up  t&  the  5th 
day  of  Jtibf  1805,  &c.;  whereas  the  Master  ought  to 
have  allowed  interest  on  the  said  principal  sum,  not  up  to 
the  5th  of  Jtdy  1805,  but  only  up  to  the  2d  of  Fdnuary 
1805,  at  which  time  he  found  that  the  said  Fronds 
Eadon  received  two  sums  of  110/.  5s.  and  2462.  Is.  for 
profits  and  arrears  of  rent  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
and  he  ought  then  to  have  deducted  such  sums  firom  the 
principal  and  interest  of  the  mortgage." 


The  Master's  reason  for  making  the  rests  on  the  5th 
of  July  was,  that  the  mortgage-deed  bore  date  on  the 
5th  of  Juli/  1798,  from  which  day  the  interest  on  the 
500/.  commenced. 

Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Knight^  for  the  exception. 

By  the  words  of  the  decree,  the  sums  recdved  in 
February  1805  were  to  be  applied  forthwith,  first,  to 
the  discharge  of  the  then  existing  arrear  of  interest,  and 
next  to  the  diminution  of  the  principal.  The  Lard 
Chancellor,  in  ordering  annual  rests  to  be  made,  intended 
a  benefit  and  not  a  loss  to  the  mortgagor ;  but  he  will  be 
a  sufierer,  instead  of  being  a  gainer,  by  that  which  was 
meant  to  be  beneficial  to  him,  if  the  Master's  mode 
of  taking  the  account  be  correct  The  mortgagee 
received  these  two  sums  in  February :  he  is  not  cbaiged 
with  them  till  the  5th  o(July;  and  yet  during  all  this 
period  interest  is  computed  upon  the  whole  of  his  prin- 
cipal. The  effect  of  such  a  mode  of  calculation  is  to 
allow  him  interest  on  the  whole  of  the  principal  debt, 
after  a  large  part  of  it  has  been  paid. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  fVake/teldj  for  the  report. 

The  decree  in  express  terms  directs  the  Master  to 
make  annual  rests.     Such  a  direction  excludes  all  rests 
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which  are  not  annual;  and  the  exceptants,  in  Fact, 
demand  that  the  Master  shall  make  other  rests  besides 
those  ordered  by  the  decree. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Notwithstanding  the  elaborate  discussion  which  this 
subject  received  in  the  case  of  Raphael  v.  Boehm  (a), 
there  is  considerable  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of  a  direction 
to  the  Master  to  make  annual  rests  in  taking  accounts. 
In  the  case  of  a  mortgagee,  however,  I  cannot  yield  to 
the  arguments  by  which  Mr.  EadofCs  counsel  have 
endeavoured  to  maintain  the  report.     A  mortgagee  can 
never  receive  more  than  his  principal  and  interest  on  it 
at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent.     Now,  if,  in  the  early  part 
of  the  year,  a  payment  is  made  to  him  exceeding  the 
interest  which   is   then  due,   and  he  is,  nevertheless, 
allowed  interest  on  the  whole  of  hb  principal  down  to 
the  end  of  the  year,  what  is  the  profit  which  he  derives 
from  his  mortgage  in  the  interval  between  the  date  of 
that  payment  and  the  date  of  the  annual  rest  ?    It  is 
clear  that  a  part  of  his  principal  has  been  repaid  to  him, 
and  yet  he  receives  interest  upon  the  whole  of  it :  in 
other  words  he  gets  more  than  five  per  cent  on  the 
sum  for  which,  he  is  actually  a  creditor.     Suppose  that 
the  sum  paid  to  Eadon  on  the  2d  of  Pebmary  had  been 
equal  to  the  whole  of  the  500Z.,  with  the  arrears  of 
interest  calculated  to  that  day,  would  he  have  been 
entitled  to  interest  on  the  500/.  up  to  the  5th  day  of 
Jidy  f    Is  it  possible  that  such  should  be  the  effect  of  a 
direction  to  make  annual  rests?    The  sums,  which  a 
mortgagee  in  possession  receives  in  respect  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  at  times  mtermediate  between  the  dates 
of  the  annual  rests,  must  be  applied,  when  they  exceed 
the  interest,  to  the  reduction  of  the  principal ;  and,  in 
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the  present  case,  that  course  is  dearly  prescribed  by  the 
very  words  of  the  decree. 


The  order  made  was,  **  that  the  exception  should  be 
allowed,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  75/. ;  and  as  to  the  said 
sum  of  75/.  the  exception  was  allowed  as  to  so  much  as 
was  composed  of  interest  between  the  2d  of  Fdfnuuy 
and  the  5th  of  July ;  and  as  to  such  interest  and  the  other 
part  of  the  exception,  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master 
to  review  his  report." 


The  Master,  in  reviewing  his  report,  made  a  rest  on 
the  2d  of  February  1805,  and  annual  rests  on  the  2d  of 
Februaty  in  each  succeeding  year,  and  not,  as  he  had 
before  done,  on  the  5th  oijtdy. 


Eadofi  took  an  exception  to  the  report  thus 
viewed;  insisting  that  the  Master,  after  having 
tained  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage  on.  the  2d  of 
Fehruartfj  ought  to  have  computed  interest  tbereoa  to 
the  5th  of  Jviy  1805,  and  thence  to  have  settled  the 
accounts  by  annual  rests. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Wakefield^  in  support  of  the 
exception,  argued,  that  the  effect  of  the  order  on  the 
former  exceptions  was  merely  to  disallow  certain  items 
which  the  then  report  allowed  to  Eadon ;  so  that,  under 
it,  the  Master  could  correct  only  those  particular  itemsb 
but  had  no  power  to  model  the  accounts  anew,  or  to  vary 
the  date  of  the  annual  rests. 


1895. 
p€^rtiaryS5. 


Lord  Gifford,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  report  was  right,  and  over-ruled  the 
exception. 


HAmwooa. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  ♦SS 

« 

The  result  of  the  account,  as  stated  in  the  Master's  ,  ^^^^*  ^ 
final  report,  was,  that,  on  the  2d  of  Fehruarkf  1809,  being  Bimnimoton 
the  annual  rest  immediately  preceding  the  12th  dljune^ 
1809,  which  was  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  a  balance 
of  somewhat  less  than  12/«  was  all  that  remained  due  to 
Eadon  upon  his  mortgage ;  and  that,  at  the  next  annual 
rest,  on  the  2d  oi  February  1810,  there  was  a  consider- 
able balance  against  him.  The  proportion  of  the  oc- 
cupation rent  for  the  period  between  the  2d  of  February 
and  the  12th  of  June  was  greater  than  the  sum  due  to 
him  on  the  former  day ;  so  that,  if  he  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  accountable  on  the  12th  of  June  for  so  much 
of  the  annual  rent  as  was  proportional  to  the  part  of 
the  year  which  had  then  elapsed,  he  had  been  overpaid 
at  the  time  when  the  bill  was  filed.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  question  arose,  by  whom  should  the 
costs  of  the  suit  be  borne? 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  various  suits,  both 
of  revivor  and  of  revivor  and  supplement,  had  become 
necessary,  in  all  of  which  Eadon  was  a  defendant. 

Mr.  Agar^  Mr.  Knight^  Mr.  Boupettj  and  Mr.  GaV' 
rattf  for  parties  adverse  in  interest  to  Eadon. 

As  this,  they  argued,  was  in  effect  a  suit  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  pretended  mortgage  debt,  which  now  appeared 
to  have  been  overpaid  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  it 
must  be  treated  as  a  proceeding  altogether  unnecessary 
and  improper;  and  it  could  not  be  entitled  to  more 
favour  or  indulgence  than  a  foreclosure  suit  would  have 
met  with  under  similar  circumstances.  A  mortgagee, 
who  files  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  when  nothing  is  due  to 
him,  invariably  pays  costs ;  and,  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple^ the  costs  of  the  present  suit  must  fall  upon 
Eadon. 
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I    Mn  Home  and  Mr.  Wakefieldf  for  Eadon. 

This  is  not  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  but  a  bill  for  the 
sale  of  the  premises.  The  two  cestuis  que  trust,  who  are 
co-plaintiffs  with  Eadon,  had  a  right,  as  against  the 
trustees  and  the  other  cestuique  trusty  to  call  for  a  sale ; 
but  a  sale  could  not  take  place  without  Eadon*s  consent, 
or,  considering  the  circumstances  in  which  the  pro- 
perty stood,  be  carried  completely  into  effect  without 
the  interposition  of  this  Court.  A  suit,  therefore,  if  not 
absolutely  necessary,  was  at  least  proper;  to  that  suit 
Eadon  was  a  necessary  party :  if  he  had  been  a  defend- 
ant, it  would  have  been  ridiculous  to  have  talked  of 
throwing  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  upon  him ;  and 
shall  he  fare  the  worse,  because,  out  of  his  anxiety^  to 
save  the  estate  the  expense  of  an  additional  party,  he 
has  consented  to  be  a  co-plaintiff  instead  of  a  defendant  ? 
It  was  the  honest  belief  of  all  parties,  at  the  time  when 
the  bill  was  filed,  that  there  was  a  balance  due  to  the 
mortgagee.  Even  upon  the  account,  as  it  now  stands, 
after  every  technical  advantage  has  been  taken  of  his 
situation,  and  he  has  been  charged,  as  mortgagee  in 
possession,  with  the  rent  of  premises  of  which  in  truth  he 
was  not  mortgagee,  there  was  a  balance  due  to  him  at 
the  annual  rest  immediately  preceding  the  institution  of 
the  suit 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  throw  the  costs  of  the  whole  suit  upon 
Eadon.  As  this  freehold  and  copyhold  estate  was  sub- 
ject to  a  trust  for  sale,  it  was  undoubtedly  competent  to 
the  owners  of  two  fifths  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to 
come  to  the  Court  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  trust 
executed.  So  far  as  the  suit  had  that  object,  I  cannot 
say  that  it  was  instituted  improperly ;  and  there  is  no 
evidence  that  Eadon  had  recourse  to  any  improper 
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practices,  or  exercised  any  undae  influence  over  the 
persons  who  became  co-plaintiffs  with  him  in  the  original 
suit,  in  order  to  induce  them  to  concur  with  him  in  the 
proceedings. 


1825. 


BiNNINOTOK 

Habwood. 


But  infinitely  the  greater  part  of  the  expenses  of  this 
suit  has  been  occasioned  by  the  accounts  and  inquiries 
relative  to  the  mortgage  debt:  and,  to  determine  by 
whom  this  portion  of  the  costs  ought  to  be  paid,  we 
must  inquire,  whether  Eadon  has  stated  his  case  fairly 
in  his  bill.  He  has  not  stated  it  fairly.  The  bill  con- 
tains not  the  slightest  mention  of  the  fact,  that  he  was 
then,  and  had  been  for  many  years,  in  possession  of  the 
premises;  and  it  was  the  answers  of  the  defendants 
which  first  disclosed  that  most  important  circumstance. 
Not  only  does  Eadon  suppress  that  which  he  ought  to 
have  stated  :  he  likewise  alleges  that  which  ought  not  to 
have  been  alleged ;  for  he  asserts  that  the  whole  of  his 
principal,  with  an  arrear  of  interest,  was  then  unpaid. 
The  frame  of  the  suit,  too,  is  not  unworthy  of  notice. 
All  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  except 
those  who  are  stated  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  are  made  co-plaintiffs  with  him :  so  that  there 
was  a  great  probability,  that,  if  his  accounts  were  gone 
into,  no  person  beneficially  interested  in  the  result  would 
be  present  at  the  investigation,  except  his  own  co* 
plaintifis. 


The  accounts  have  now  been  taken  against  him :  and 
from  them  it  appears,  that,  when  he  filed  the  bill,  he 
had  been  overpaid  by  a  few  pounds.  If  he  had  filed  a 
bill  of  foreclosure,  the  account  would  have  been  taken 
up  to  the  day  of  filing  the  bill ;  and  if  it  had  turned 
out,  that  on  that  day  nothing  was  due  to  him,  he  must 
have  borne  the  expenses  of  the  suit  which  he  had  so 
improperly  instituted.     If,  again,  he  had  been  made  a 
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defendant  to  a  bill  calling  for  a  sale  of  the  premises,  he 
would  have  been  bound,  in  his  character  of  mortgagee  in 
possession,  which  carries  with  it  the  obligation  of  having 
accurate  accounts  always  ready,  to  have  stated  in  his 
answer  the  amount  of  his  demand  fairly;  and  if  he  had 
done  so,  the  cestuique  tmst,  finding  that  he  had  admitted 
himself  to  have  been  fully  paid,  might  have  declined  to 
ask  or  prosecute  any  inquiries  or  accounts  against  him, 
and  might  have  proceeded,  without  expense  or  delay,  to 
a  sale  of  the  estate.  Tltat  could  not  be  done,  because 
Eadon  concealed  the  true  state  of  the  case ;  and  it  is  his 
misconduct  which  has  occasioned  all  the  expense  of 
the  accounts  and  inquiries  relative  to  his  mortgage. 
Therefore,  as  between  him  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
defendants  in  the  original  suit  and  their  representatives 
in  the  revived  and  supplemental  suits  on  the  other,  he 
must  pay  to  those  defendants  and  their  representatives 
the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  in  these  causes 
as  relate  to  his  mortgage,  and  the  accounts  and  inquiries 
concerning  it. 


As  to  the  cesttiisque  trustf  who  were   originally 
pUuntiffii  with  Eadon,  though  I  will  not  make  them  pay 
costs,  I  cannot  give  them  costs  against  him. 


jDaoem^r  19|S0. 


DEL  PONT  V.  DE  TASTET. 


A  few  unnecessary  r.  |  iHE  plaintiffs  in  this  case  were  Juan  Jose  Marco 

words  in  a  bill  do  A    ^^j  p^^,^^  ^   merchant  at  Madrid,   and    TVilliam 

not  render  It  im-  t,^  ..,.            t-       ..             •       i-                    r      .\. 

pertinent  Mattntessen,  his  attorney  m  this  country  for  the  pur- 

In  a  bill  for  an  account,  it  is  not  impertinent  to  set  out  at  length  letters  sent  to  tbe 
Defendant  demanding  the  account,  though  the  bill  contains  a  general  allegation  that 
applications  have  been  made  to  the  Defendant  to  account,  and  the  usual  charge  as  to 
letter!  in  the  posiesdon  of  the  Defendant. 


Dk  TAtnx. 
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poses  of  this  suit ;  and  the  principal  object  of  the  bill  182S. 

was,  to  compel  the  defendant,  a  merchant  in  London^  to  j^  ^  p 
account  for  the  proceeds  of  some  doubloons,  alleged  to  ^  jo, 
have  been  remitted  to  him  from  Lima,  on  account  of  the 
plaintifT  Del  Pont,  Various  letters  respecting  the  doub- 
loons had  been  written  by  the  defendant,  in  the  French 
and  Spanish  languages,  to  the  plaintiff  Del  Ponty  and  to 
some  merchants  at  Hamburghj  who  had  acted  as  his 
agents  in  the  business  ;  and  the  bill  set  forth  trans- 
lations of  different  passages  in  these  letters.  The  state- 
ment in  the  bill  of  each  of  these  translations  was 
introduced  in  the  following  manner:  —  That  on  or 
about  8cc*  the  defendant  wrote  and  sent  to  &c.  a  letter, 
in  the  French^  or,  as  the  case  might  be,  in  the  Spanish 
language,  in  which,  according  to  an  accurate  translation 
of  such  letter  into  the  English  language,  he  the  defend- 
ant expressed  himself  in  the  words  and  figures,  or  to 
the  purport  and  effect,  following,  that  is  to  say,  &c. 
The  bill  also  contained  a  long  statement  of  the  power 
of  attorney  by  which  the  plaintiff  Matthiessen  was  ap- 
pointed the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  Del  Pont ;  and,  in 
addition  to  the  general  allegation  that  application  had 
been  made  to  the  defendant  to  account,  and  the  usual 
charge  as  to  letters  papers  and  writings  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  defendant,  it  set  out,  by  way  of  charge,  two 
letters,  demanding  the  account  required  by  the  bill, 
which  had  been  sent  to  the  defendant  by  the  solicitor  of 
the  plaintiffs  shortly  before  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  bill  was  referred  for  impertinence ;  and,  on  the 
20th  of  Noroember  1822,  the  Master  reported  it  to  be 
impertinent,  as  to  the  principal  part  of  tlie  power  of 
attorney,  and  as  to  the  words  *'  in  the  words  and  figures 
or"  wherever  they  occurred  as  introductory  to  the 
translations  of  the  letters. 
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182&  The  defendant  excepted  to  the  report,  insistinf^  that 

Dsi  PojiT       ^^  Master  ought  la  have  found  the  bill  to  be  imperti- 
«•  nent  as  to  the  words^  '*  according  to  an  accurate  trans- 

*™^  lation  of  such  letter  into  the  English  binguage  "  intro- 
ductory to  the  translations  of  the  letters :  and  as  to  the 
whole  of  the  letters  sent  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor.  The  plaintiffs  also  excepted  to  the  report^  so 
far  as  it  stated  the  bill  to  be  impertinent  as  to  the  words, 
**  in  the  words  and  figures  or,"  but  they  did  not  dispute 
the  report  as  to  the  power  of  attorney. 

The  two  sets  of  exceptions  were  heard  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor  on  the  20th  of  November  1823,  when 
his  Honour  ordered  the  defendant's  exceptions  to  be 
OTer-ruled,  and  the  plaintiffs'  exceptions  to  be  allowed* 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor;  and  the  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

Mr.  jlgctr  and  Mr.  Koe^  for  the  appellant,  referred  to 
Lord  CoverUrys  (a)  and  Lord  ClarendorCs  {b)  orders 
against  impertinence;  and  argued  that,  from  the  burden 
of  the  stamp  duties,  it  was  now  more  incumbent  upon 
the  Court  to  protect  the  suitors  from  prolixity  in  plead- 
ing. They  insisted  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  set  out 
the  letters  written  by  the  plaintifi^s  solicitor,  and  said 
that  the  language  of  the  bill,  in  the  points  excepted  to, 
was  such  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  defendant  to 
answer. 

Mr.  PhilUmore^  for  the  respondent,  contended  that, 
though  the  words  in  question  might  be  superfluous,  they 
were  not  impertinent;  and  that  impertinence^  in  the 
sense  which  the  Court  applied  to  the  words,  was  a  state- 

(a)  Beamet's  Ord«rty69.  {h)  Ibid.  165. 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY.  «S* 

ment  of  irrelevant  matter.     He  said  diat  b  pardtahr  1928. 

answer,  as  to  the  letters  written  by  bis  solicitor,  might  be  bITpZ^ 

snost  matserial  to  the  plaintiff's  case.  m. 


akTAbm^ 


The  Lord  Chaikxllor. 

There  is  a  much  greater  degree  of  importance  belong- 
ing to  this  question  than  there  would  be  if  it  afiected  the 
present  case  only.  The  Masters  have  before  repre- 
sented to  me,  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  some  step 
should  be  taken  to  prevent  references  for  impertinence 
from  being  carried  into  their  offices  without  the  respons- 
ibility of  counsel.  I  do  not  enter  into  the  question 
whether  the  demand  made  by  this  bill  can  be  supported. 
It  must  be  remembered,  that  if  references  of  this  nature 
can  begin  without  some  sanction  that  they  are  right,  it 
may  be,  in  very  many  cases,  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
delay,  impertinence  will  be  suggested  where  the  sug- 
gestion cannot  be  sustained.  Much  of  the  expense  of 
proceedings  in  this  Court  arises  from  die  heavy  burden 
of  stamps ;  but  I  cannot  agree  that  the  mere  existence 
of  revenue  laws  can  make  any  difference  in  the  ques- 
tion, as  to  what  is  or  is  not  to  be  considered  imper- 
tinent. Looking  at  what  has  been  the  course  of  pro- 
ceedings in  this  Court  ever  since  I  can  remember  it,  I 
•cannot  lay  it  down,  that  twenty  words  shall  be  considered 
impertinent,  and  that  nineteen  words  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered impertinent:  I  am  unable  to  form  a  rule  more 
distinct  than  this,  to  put  it  to  the  honour  of  counsel  to 
recollect,  that  there  may  be  an  oppressive  use  of  a  rule 
in  itself  calculated  to  prevent  oppression^  and  that  thej 
owe  it  to  the  Court  to  take  care  that  there  shall  be 
none ;  to  say  that,  because  there  are  here  and  there  two 
or  three  unnecessary  words,  it  is  making  a  right  use  of 
a  rule  to  prevent  oppression  to  refer  the  bill  for  im- 
pertinence, is  a  thing  the  Court  ought  not  to  endure.    Il 
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1823.  has  been  said,  that  from  the  language  of  this  bill  there 

I>£L  PoMT        ^  diflSculty  in ,  answering  the  questions,  but  I  sec  no 
V.  difficulty  in  answering  them ;  not  that  the  fact  of  there 

Asn  .  bejng  <]ifficulty  in  answering  a  question  would  neces- 
sarily make  the  question  impertinent:  by  no  means. 
With  respect  to  the  other  part  of  the  case,  the  letters 
written  to  the  defendant,  we  have  been  in  a  great  mis- 
take ever  since  I  remember  the  Court  if  the  statement 
of  those  letters  is  to  be  considered  impertinent,  because 
there  is  a  general  charge  in  the  bill  as  to  letters  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant;  the  defendant  might  say 
that  these  letters  were  not  in  his  possession,  but  he 
might  be  well  able  to  say  whether  he  received  them  or 
not.  Besides,  is  it  not  a  fair  thing  to  remind  a  man,  by 
specifying  the  particulars  of  that  to  which  you  want  a 
special  answer,  upon  which  answer  your  whole  case 
may  depend.  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  right. 

Order  affirmed. 
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182S. 


WILLCOX  V.  BELLAERS.  ^JJ^ 

DecenAer  S4» 

Y'HOMAS  WILLCOX,  by  his  will,  devised  all  his  Where  in  a  suit 

freehold   and   copyhold    or    customary  niessua£res  by  a  vendor  for 

,  specific  perform- 

and  hereditaments  to  his  son  Henry   Thomas  Willcox^  ^^^  ^^  Master 

during  his  life  ;  then,  after  his  decease,  to  such  of  his  reported  in  favour 

children,  and  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  the  of  the  title,  but 

said  Henry  Thomas  Willcox   should    by   his   last   will  gxccotion  taken 

appoint,  and  to  their  heirs,  and  for  wantof  sudi  appoint-  by  the  purchaser, 

ment,  and  as  to  those  parts  of  the  premises  of  which  deemed  the  title 

no  appointment  should  be  made,  to  the  heirs  of  the    ^^    V^"**'.^ 
^'^  .    1    .      was  made  di«mis»- 

body  of  the  said  Henry  Thomas  Willcox  and  their  heirs  ^^g  ^y^^  \^\\\  ^^d. 
for  ever.     In  case  Henry  Thomas  Willcox  should  die  out  costs,  but 

without  issue,   then,  immediately   from   and   after   his  neither  allowing 
,  1  I     .      I    I  1.       1     .    .       nor  disallowing 

decease,  the  testator  devised  the  estate  to  his,  the  testa-  ^^  cxcention 

tor's  daughter,  Elizabeth    Willcox,  during  her  life,  re-      Construction 

mainder  to  such  of  her  children,  and  in  such  shares  as  of  word*  of  a  de- 

•  •  • 

she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  the  ^'"®  **  ^°  P.^^"* 

...  an  estate  tail, 

heirs  of  her  body,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  lor  ever. 

**  And  in  case  my  son,"  continued  the  testator,  '^  shall 
live  and  have  children  as  aforesaid,  then  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  my  said  daughter  Elizabeth  the  sum  of 
500/.,  to  be  paid  her  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  or  day  of  marriage."  Then,  after  bequeath- 
ing to  his  daughter  a  legacy  of  200/.,  and  to  his  wife  an 
annuity  of  10/.  during  her  widowhood,  the  testator  de- 
vised all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  after  payment  of  debts, 
legacies,  and  funeral  expenses,  to  his  said  son  Henry 
TJwmas  Willcox,  or,  if  he  died  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  without  issue,  to  his  the  testator's 
daughter  Elizabeth. 
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WiLLCOX 

9. 
BXLLASM. 


Henry  Thmas  JViUcox  was  not  the  beir-4it-law  of  the 
testator.  Soon  after  he  attained  his  full  age,  and  before 
he  had  any  issue,  he  suffered  a  recovery,  the  uses  of 
which  were  declared  to  be  to  himself  in  fee.  He  after- 
wards contracted  to  sell  the  premises  to  the  defendant, 
and  the  bill  was  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  perform* 
ance  of  that  contract.  Upon  the  coming  in  of  the 
answer,  an  order  was  made  referring  the  title  to  the 
Master :  the  Master  reported  in  favour  of  the  title,  and 
upon  exceptions  to  that  report  the  question  was  now 
raised,  whether  WiUcox^  under  the  will  and  the  recovery, 
could  give  a  good  conveyance  of  the  fee. 


Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  exception. 

The  vendor  puts  his  case  in  two  ways.  He  says, 
that  either  he  is  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will,  and  then 
he  has  acquired  a  fee  by  the  recovery,  or  that  be  is 
tenant  for  life  with  contingent  remainders  in  fee  over, 
and  then  that,  by  the  recovery,  he  has  destroyed  these 
contingent  remainders,  and  takes  the  fee  under  the 
residuary  clause. 

The  will  gives  the  estate  to  him  for  life^  then  to  his 
children  in  fee  as  he  shall  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment  "  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  in  fee."  These 
words  will  not  give  him  an  estate  tail ;  for  to  put  such  a 
construction  upon  them  would  prevent  the  fee,  which  is 
expressly  given,  from  taking  effect;  and,  to  give  that  fee 
effect,  we  must  construe  ^'  heirs  of  the  body''  to  mean 
children.  The  words  ^*  in  case  my  said  son  Henry 
Thomas  WiUcox  shall  happen  to  die  without  issue,"  must 
be  considered  as  meaning,  not  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue,  but  dying  without  issue  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  Henry  Thomas^  and,  in  that  event,  the  testator,  firom 
and  immediately  after  his  son's  decease,  gives  the  premises 
to  his  daughter. 
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This  construcdon  is  further. strengthened  by  the  pro* 
vision  made  fcNT  the  daughter.  That  provision  was 
intended  for  the  case  in  which  she  would  not  take  the 
estate:  and  what  was  that  case  ? — ''In  case  my  son  shall 
live  and  have  children  as  aforesaid/'  The  intention 
must  have  been,  that  if  the  son  died  and  left  children, 
his  children  should  take  a  fee;  if  he  died  leaving  no 
children,  the  limitations  to  the  daughter  and  her  children 
were  to  take  effect. 


1823. 


WiLLCOX 
BSUASBS. 


Again,  if  it  be  contended  that  Henry  Thomas  Witt" 
<ox  was  tenant  for  life,  with  contingent  remainders  over 
to  his  children  on  the  one  hand,  if  he  had  any,  and  if 
he  had  not,  to  the  daughter  and  her  children,  we  reply, 
that  we  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  a  title  depending 
on  the  destruction  of  contingent  remainders.  In  fact, 
however,  the  limitations  to  Elizabeth  and  her  children 
may  be  construed  to  be  executory  devises. 

The  following  cases  were  cited.  Doe  v.  Frost  {a)^ 
Gretton  v.  Haxicard  (b)j  Mesert  v.  James  {c\ 

Mr.  Preston  and  Mr.  Barber  contended  that  the 
vendor  took  by  the  rules  of  law  an  estate  tail,  and  that 
there  did  not  occur  in  this  will  any  words  suflScient  to  ex- 
clude the  operation  of  the  legal  rule.  They  relied  on  the 
case  of  Doe  v.  Jesson  [d)  as  a  decisive  authority  in  their 
favour,  and  ihey  cited  Goodright  v.  Pollyn  (e),  Frank  v. 
Stovin  (g),  Measure  v.  Gee  (A),  Smith  v.  Death  (i),  Doe  v. 
ScoU  {*). 


(a)  5  B.  5106. 
{b)  6  Taunt.  94. 
(c)  1  B.  &  B.  484. 
Id)  S  Maule     &   Sel.    95. ; 
sBlighf  1. 


(ff)  S  Lord  Raymondy  147. 
Ig)  S  East,  548. 
\h)  iB.&A.  713. 
(t)  5  Mad.  397. 
\k)  SM.&S.  300. 
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WiLLCOX 
9. 

Bbllaxbs. 


Mr.  Sugden  in  reply. 

All  the  cases,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a 
person  described  as  a  tenant  for  life  took  an  estate 
tailp  depended  on  this  principle,  that  there  was  a  gene- 
ral gift  over  in  default  of  a  whole  class  of  issue  of  that  per- 
son, and  that  there  were  no  words  which  could  possibly 
have  carried  the  estate  through  the  whole  of  that  class  of 
issue,  if  taken  by  them  as  purchasers ;  and  that,  there- 
fore, an  estate  of  inheritance  was  given  to  the  ancestor, 
in  order  that  the  estate  might  be  carried  through  all 
that  line  of  heirs  who  ^ere  clearly  meant  to  take.  But 
where  the  words  were  sufficient  to  carry  the  lands 
through  the  whole  of  that  class  of  issue  who  were 
intended  to  take,  (as  for  instance  where  there  were 
words  sufficient  to  pass  a  fee,)  the  Court  has  never 
given,  by  construction,  an  estate  of  inheritance  to  the 
person  named  as  tenant  for  life. 


138S. 

1824. 

[February  9^ 

1825. 


Doe  V.  Jesson  {a)  has  no  connection  with  this  case. 
There  no  words  occurred,  which  would  give  the  estate 
to  the  whole  line  of  issue,  whom  it  was  clearly  the  tes- 
tator's intention  to  include,  unless  there  was  an  estate 
tail  in  the  first  tenant  for  life;  and  accordingly  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  the  issue  took  only 
as  tenants  for  life.  The  House  of  Lords,  on  the  other 
hand,  held,  that  the  first  tenant  took  an  estate  tail, 
because  otherwise  the  intention  of  th^  testator  could  not 
be  effectuated.  Here  there  are  words  which  may  carry 
the  estate  through  a  whole  line  of  issue,  for  a  fee  is 
given  them. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  stated  that  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Jesson  ought  to  be  a  lesson  to  the  Court  on  the 

(0)  5  Maule  &  Sel.  95. ;  S  Bligb,  1. 
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necessity  of  caution.     There  the  King's  Bench  and  the  1825. 

House  of  Lords  had  come  to  opposite  conclusions  with        Wiixcox 
respect  to  the  effect  of  certain  words  in  creating  an  v. 

estate  tail.  He  could  not  but  consider  that  there  was  a 
▼ery  nice  and  doubtful  question  on  the  construction  of 
the  will  on  which  the  title  of  the  present  plaintiffs 
rested;  and  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Midgrave{a)9  Boake  v. 
Kidd  (&),  and  many  other  cases,  showed  that  the  Court 
would  not  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  ude, 
or  to  accept  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law. 
Therefore,  without  either  allowing  or  over-ruling  the 
exceptions,  and  without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the 
title,  he  thought  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed. 


It  appeared  that  only  the  exceptions  had  been  set 
down,  so  that  no  order  of  dismissal  could  be  pro- 
nounced. His  Honor,  therefore,  ordered  that  the 
exceptions  should  still  stand  for  judgment  The  De- 
fendant then  obtained  by  petition  an  order  that  the 
cause  should  be  set  down  to  be  heard  on  further  direc* 
tions  and  costs,  and  that  it  should  be  advanced  to  be 
heard  on  the  9th  of  Februaty^  tc^ther  with  the  ex- 
ceptions which  stood  for  judgment.  On  that  day  an 
order  was  made  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
without  costs,  and  that  the  deposit  on  filing  the  excep- 
tions should  be  returned  to  the  Defendant 


The  plaintiffi  appealed. 

LAftidhurst^  Lord  Chancellor,  affirmed  the  order.  18«7« 

(a)  t  Vet.  5S8.  (5)  5  Vet.  jiin.  647. 
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1828. 

Mag  IS.  81. 

lune  12.  18.88.  CONST  V.  HARRIS. 

Nov,  20. 
1824.  ._ 

Feb,  6, 7*.  19,  A  '^  ^'^^  ^™®  of  the  destruction  by  fire  of  the  lateTheatre 

The  Court  will  "^  Royal  Covent  Garden^  Thomas  Harris^  John  Philip 

entertain  a  bill  to  KemhUj  George  White,  Ann,  the  wife  of  John  Martindale, 

to  act  accordine  ^^  ^^®  trustees  under  her  marriage  settlement,  and  Henry 

to  the  provisions  Harris,  were  entitled  to  the  theatre,  and  the  buildings, 

of  instruments  patent,  property,  and  effects  belonging  thereto^  in  the 

.      ^   ^    j^  following  shares  or  proportions ;   Thornas  Harris  to  four 

and,  where  it  will  eighth  parts  or  shares  thereof,  John  Philip  KemUe  to 

interfere  for  that  one  eighth  part  or   share,  and    one   third  of  another 

purpose,  will  take  ^^^YxXh  part  or  share  thereof,  George  White  to  one  eighth 

care  mac  uie  oe^  « 

crec  shall  not  be    P*^^  ^^  share  thereof,  Ann  Martindale,  or  her  trustees, 

defeated  by  any  to  one  eighth  part  or  share  thereof,  and  Henry  Harris 

thing  done  in  ^^  ^\^^  remaining  two  thirds  of  an  eighth  part  or  share 

Thus  wherein  ^^®''®®^*     After  the  destruction  of  the   late  theatre,  a 

isis,  the  then  new  theatre  was  built,  and  was  furnished  with  the  re- 

proprietors  of  quisite   scenery,  property,    and  effects,  at   the  costs  of 

,  ^  the  proprietors,   according  to   their  respective  shares 

a  deed,  by  which  ^nd  interests, 
they  covenanted 

and  agreed  that  gy  ^n  indenture,  bearing  date  the  9th  of  March  1812, 

theatre  should  be  *^*^   made   between   Thomas  Harris  of  the  first    part, 

exclusively  ap-  John  Philip  Kemble  of  the  second  part,  George    White 

propriated  to  par-  of  the  third  part,  Ann  Martindale  of  the  fourth  part, 

Sd^'haKe''*^  JoA»  Martindale  of  the  fiah  part,  Henry  Harris  of  the 

treasurer  for  the  sixth  part,  and  John  Brandon  of  the  seventh  part,  — 

time  being  after  reciting  to  the  effect  aforesaid,  and  further  reciting^ 

ghould  be  irre- 
vocably directed  so  to  apply  the  profits,  and  in  1832,  parties  then  entitled^  under  the 
former  proprietors,  to  seven  eighths  of  the  theatre,  entered  into  an  agreement,  which 
provided  in  some  respects  for  a  different  application  of  the  profits,  and  otherwise  afiecc* 
ed  the  rights  of  a  party  interested  in  the  renuuning  eighth,  who  was  not  consulted  on 
^e  subject,  the  Court,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  that  party,  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
covenants  and  iigreements  contuned  in  the  deed  of  1618,  appointed  a  receiver. 
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that,  in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of  monies,  then  1834. 

due  and  owing  from  the  said  proprietors,  on  account  of 
the  building,  and  newly  furnishing,  and  otherwise  on  ac- 
count of  the  theatre,  several  bills  of  exchange  had  been 
accepted  by  some  of  the  proprietors,  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  the  others  of  them,  and  several  bonds  had 
been  made  and  entered  into  by  all  the  proprietors,  and 
that,  previously  to  the  execution  of  the  said  bonds,  it 
had  been  stipulated  and  agreed  by  and  between  the 
proprietors,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the 
due  and  regular  payment  of  the  said  bills  of  exchange, 
and  of  the  monies  secured  by  the  said  bonds,  the  funds 
of  the  theatre  should  be  exclusively  bound  and  appro- 
priated, and  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  should  be 
irrevocably  directed  to  make  such  appropriation  and  ap- 
plication of  the  monies  to  come  to  his  hands,  as  there- 
inafter mentioned  and  expressed,  and  also  reciting,  that 
John  Brandon  was  the  then  present  treasurer  of  the 
theatre,  —  the  said  Thomas  Harris^  John  Philip  Kemble, 
George  White,  Ann  Martindalej  and  Henry  Harris,  ir- 
revocably ordered,  directed,  and  appointed,  that  the 
treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  theatre  should,  from 
time  to  time,  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  monies^ 
which  should  from  time  to  time  come  to  his  hands  as 
such  treasurer,  first,  in  payment  of  the  outgoings  at- 
tendant upon  the  theatre,  and  the  management  thereof^ 
and  of  all  other  debts  then  due  on  account  of  the 
theatre,  and  to  the  payment  of  which  the  proprietors 
then  were,  or  should  or  might  be  jointly  liable; 
secondly,  in  payment  of  1000/.,  in  part  of  a  debt  then 
due  on  account  of  the  building  of  the  theatre;  and 
thirdly,  in  or  towards  the  discharge  of  the  monies  secured 
by  the  said  bills  of  exchange  and  bonds,  as  the  same 
should  respectively  become  due,  until  all  the  said  bills 
of  exchange,  and  the  monies  secured  by  the  said  several 
bonds,  should  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied,  subject  never- 
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1824.  theless  to  the  proviso  thereinafter  contained;  and  the 

aaid   Thomas  Harris^  John  Philip  Kemble^  George  White, 
John  MartindaUf   Ann  Martindale,  and  Henry  Harris, 
mutually  covenanted,   that  they,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, appointees,  or  assigns,  would  not,  on  any 
pretence  whatever,  divert  or  prevent  any  money  be- 
longing to  the  theatre,  on  the  general  account  thereof 
from  coming  to  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  for  the  time 
being,  and  would  not    receive  or  take  any    money, 
which  should  thereafter  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
treasurer  for  the  time  being  on  the  general  account  of 
the  theatre,  contrary  to  the  application,  order,  direction, 
and  appointment  therein  contained,  and  the  true  intent 
and  meaning)nf  the  indenture,  and  would  not  in  any 
wise  interfere  with  the  payments  or  applications  thereby 
directed  to  be  made  by  the  treasurer,  or  impede  or  inter* 
rupt  the  course  of  such  payments  or  applications ;  and 
also,  that  no  payment  or  division  of  any  money,  as  or 
for  the  net  gains  and  profits  of  the  theatre,  should  be 
made  to  or  between  any  of  the  said  proprietors,  until 
after  the  several  payments,  by  the  said  indenture  pro- 
vided to  be  made  to  the  creditors  of  the  theatre,  whose 
debts  were  secured  by  the  said  bills  of  exchange  and 
bonds,  should  have  been  fully  satisfied,  and  until  after 
the  treasurer  of  the  theatre  for  the  time  being  should 
have  made  up  his  account  to  the  close  of  the  theatre,  at 
the  end  of  the  then  present  and  every  future  season 
thereof,  and  should  have  delivered  to  the  said  proprie- 
tors, or  such  of  them  as  should  have  required  the  same, 
such  copies  or  duplicates  of  each  and  every  such  account 
as  had  been  usually  delivered ;    subject  nevertheless  to  a 
proviso^  that  if,  upon  the  making  up  of  any  such  general 
annual  account,  at  the  close  of  the  then  present  or  any 
future  season,  whilst  any  of  the  monies  secured  by  the 
said  bills  of  exchange  or  bonds  should  remain  unpaid, 
it  should  appear,  that,  after  paying  or  appropriating 
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monies,  actually  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers 
employed  for  the  theatre,  sufficient  for  the  payment  of 
the  outgoings  attendant  upon  the  theatre  and  the  manage- 
ment thereof^  which  were  usually  paid  about  the  close 
of  the  theatre  in  each  season,  and  of  such  of  the  sums 
secured  by  the  said   bills  of  exchange  and  bonds,  as 
should  have  become  due  previous  to  the  making  up  of 
such    general   annual    account,   any  surplus    should 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer,  on  account  of  the 
general  gains  and  profits  of  the  theatre,  two  thirds  of 
such  surplus  should,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
major  part  in  value  of  the  proprietors  for  the  time  being, 
be  divided  between  the  said  proprietors,  according  to 
their  respective  shares  and  interests,  and  t^  3  remaining 
third  of  such  surplus  should  continue  as  a  fund,  to  pro- 
vide for  the  future  outgoings  and  monies  by  the  said 
indenture  directed  to  be  paid  and  discharged  by  the 
treasurer.     The  indehture  also  contained  a  covenant 
by  Brandon^  that  he  would,  whilst  he  continued  to  be 
the  treasurer  of  the  theatre,   apply  the   monies  then 
already  received  and  unapplied,  and  which  should  from 
time  to  time  come  to  his  hands  as  such  treasurer,  in  the 
manner,  and  for  the  purposes,  by  the  said  indenture 
directed,  and  in  no  other  manner,  and  for  no  other  pur- 
pose whatever. 


1824. 


George  TVhite  died  in  December  1813,  having,  by  his 
will,  appointed  James  Trotter  and  William  Harrison  to 
be  his  executors,  and  directed  his  share  of  the  theatre 
to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  thereof  divided  between  his 
two  daughters,  Elizabeth  Percijy  afterwards  the  wife  of 
Jo/m  Saltren  Willettf  and  Letitia  Mary,  afterwards  the 
wife  of  John  Forbes. 


Thomas  Harris  died   in  October  1820,    having,  by 
his  will,    bequeathed  his   share  of  the  theatre  to  the 
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1624.         snid  Henry  Harris,  whom  he  appointed  to  be  his  sole 
C3oN«  executor. 


John  Philip  Kenible^  in  Ntyoemher  1820,  assigned  his 
share  of  the  theatre  to  Charles  Kemble. 

John  Martindale  died  in  October  1814,  and,  upon 
his  death,  Ann  Martindale  became  entitled  to  the  un- 
controlled dominion  of  her  share  of  the  theatre.  She 
died  some  time  in  Atigtist  1821,  having,  by  her  will, 
dated  the  l?th  of  December  1818,  bequeathed  the  said 
share  to  Francis  Const  for  life,  with  remainder  over, 
and  appointed  Francis  Const  to  be  her  sole  executor. 

Thomas  Harris,  for  many  years  previous  to  his 
death,  had  the  entire  management  of  the  concerns  of 
the  theatre^  without  any  interference  on  the  part  of 
the  other  proprietors ;  and  on  his  death  Henry  Harris 
succeeded  to  the  exclusive  management,  without  the 
other  proprietors  objecting  thereto;  but  John  Saltren 
Willett,  John  Forbes,  and  Charles  Kemble,  afterwards  be- 
came dissatisfied  with  Henry  Harries  management,  and 
various  disputes  and  differences  thereupon  arose  between 
the  parties,  which  terminated  in  an  agreement,  bearing 
date  the  11th  oi  March  1822. 

By  that  agreement,  which  was  made  between  Henry 
Harris  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Saltren  WtUett^  John 
Forbes,  and  Charles  Kemble,  of  the  other  part,  Henry 
Harris,  so  far  as  the  agreements  therein  contained  were 
to  be  performed  by,  or  were  applicable  to  him,  and  John 
Saltren  Willett,  John  Forbes,  and  Charles  Kemble,  so  far  as 
the  agreements  therein  contained  were  to  be  performed 
by,  or  were  applicable  to  them,  or  any  of  them,  or  to 
Francis  Const,  or  the  estate  of  Ann  Martindale,  mu- 
tnally  agreed,  that  the  undivided  shares  of  them,  the 
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parties  thereto,  being  equal  to  seven  eighths,  of  and 
in  the  theatre,  rikI  the  buildings,  scenery,  machinery, 
wardrobe,  dramatic  pieces,  articles,  property,  and  effects 
belonging  thereto,   and  of  and   in  the  patent,  and  li-* 
cences,   by   virtue  of  which  the   performances  at  the 
theatre  were  exhibited,  should    be   vested  in  William 
Harrison^  subject  to  certain  leases  therein  mentioned, 
and,  amongst  others,  to  a  lease  of  one  of  the  private 
boxes,  ibr  alternate  weeks,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  210/^  to 
a  lease  of  the  fruit-rooms,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  5OO/.9 
and  to  a  lease,  for  thirteen  nights  in  each  year,  of  the 
parts  of  the  theatre  commonly  used  for  oratorios,   at 
the  yearly  rent  of  650/.,  upon  trust,  that  he,  WiUiam 
Harrison^  immediately  after  the  said  shares  and  premises 
should  be  so  vested  in  him,  should,  with  the  consent  of 
Henry  Harris^  make  a  lease  thereof,  subject  as  afore* 
said,  to  John  Saltren  Willetty  John  Farbesj  and  Charles 
Kemble^  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to 
take  effect,  as  from  the  day  next  before  the  day  of  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  for  the  term  of  ten  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  Isi  of  August  1821,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  10,500/.,  payable  to  William  Harrison.    The  agree- 
ment provided,  that  the  lease  should  also  be  made  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  ground  rents,    and  other 
outgoings  of  the   theatre,  and  that  it   should  contain, 
amongst  others,  the  following  covenants  and  provisos : 
covenants  by  the  lessees  for  the  payment  of  the  whole 
of   the   ground-rents,    and    other   outgoings;  for   the 
repair   and    preservation   of  the    theatre,    and  of  the 
scenery,   machinery,   wardrobe,   dramatic  pieces,    and 
other  effects,   and  of  any   additions   which   might  be 
made  thereto;  and  for  liberty  to  William  Harrison  to 
enter  and  see  the  state  of  repairs;    covenants  for  re- 
gulating the  performances  at  the  theatre,  and  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  to  be  used ;  provisos  that  any 
Vol.  I.  2  M 
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Const 
Harris. 


excess  which  there  might  be  in  the  quantity  of  the  ward* 
robe»  at  the  end  of  tlie  term,  should  be  taken  by  the 
proprietary  at  a  valuation ;  and  that  if  the  lessees 
should  set  up  a  printing  press,  or  any  other  machinery, 
in  the  theatre,  not  being  fixtures  of  such  a  nature  as 
would  belong  to  the  ground-landlord,  the  same,  unless 
removed  by  the  lessees,  should  also,  at  the  termination 
of  the  term,  be  taken  by  the  proprietary  at  a  valuation, 
and  that  the  amount  of  such  valuation  should  be  consi- 
dered as  a  debt  due  from  the  proprietary  ;  a  proviso,  that 
if  there  should  be  a  partial  loss  by  fire,  the  amount 
should  be  ascertained,  and  that  if  the  amount  should 
exceed  5000/.,  the  lease  should  be  void,  unless  Henry 
Harris  and  the  lessees  should  agree  to  continue  it,  but 
that,  if  the  amount  should  not  exceed  5000/*,  or  if  it 
should  exceed  that  sum,  and  it  should  be  agreed  to  con- 
tinue the  lease,  the  lessees  should  expend  the  amount  in 
making  good  the  loss,  and  that  the  sum  expended 
should  be  considered  a  debt  from  the  proprietary,  and 
that  the  payment  thereof,  with  interest  at  5  per  ceni^ 
should  be  provided  for  in  the  same  manner,  as  therein- 
after mentioned  with  res}7ect  to  the  general  debt ;  and  a 
further  proviso,  that  nothing  in  the  lease  should  oblige 
the  lessees,  as  between  them  and  Const,  and  the  estate  of 
MartindaUj  to  pay  Consfsj  or  Matiindale^  proportion  of 
the  ground-rents,  or  other  outgoings,  or  to  bear  ConsfSf 
or  Mariindale^Sf  proportion  of  the  repairs,  or  to  prtju- 
dice  the  remedies  of  the  lessees  in  respect  thereof,  against 
Const'Sf  or  Martindale\  estate,  or  to  give  die  latter  re- 
spectively any  benefit.  The  agreement  further  provided, 
that  Harrison  should  stand  possessed  of  tlie  reserved 
rent  of  10,500/.,  and  of  the  sums  which  Const^  or  the 
estate  of  Martindale,  should  from  time  to  time  pay  to 
him,  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  upon  trust,  after  paytnent 
of  all  expences,  costs,  and  charges,  attending  the  trust% 
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to  pay  the  existing  general  debt,  due  from  the  general 
proprietary  of  the  theatre,  on  account  thereof  up  to  the 
day  next  before  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  agreement, 
with  interest  on  such  parts  of  the  said  debt  as  carried 
interest,  the  difierent  sums  composing  the  said  debt  and 
the  interest  thereof,  to  be  paid  in  such  order,  and  with 
such  priority,  and  in  such  manner,  as  Henry  Harris 
and  the  lessees  might  mutually  agree  on  and  direct,  and, 
in  default  of  such  agreement  and  direction,  as  Harrison 
might  deem  most  advantageous  for  the  proprietors  of  the 
theatre,  taking  into  view,  in  the  first  place,  as  far  as  the 
trust  fund  would  allow,  the  discharge  of  debts  bearing 
interest:  and,  subject  to  the  trusts  aforesaid,  it  was 
provided,  that  the  reserved  rent  of  10,500/.,  and  trust* 
monies,  should  be  paid  to  the  proprietors  of  the  de- 
mised shares,  according  to  their  respective  shares  and 
interests  in  the  theatre.  The  lessees,  by  the  agreement, 
engaged,  that  no  part  of  the  profits  of  the  one  eighth 
share  of  Consfy  or  the  estate  of  Martindale^  should  be 
paid  over,  until  after  the  full  discharge  of  the  debt,  in- 
terest, and  expences  provided  for  by  the  trusts,  and 
that,  in  case  they  should  come  to  an  arrangement  with 
Const  as  to  his  one  eighth,  it  should,  as  between  the 
parties  thereto,  be  accounted  for  at  the  like  rate  of  rent 
as  was  thereby  agreed  on,  and  that,  from  time  to  time,  as 
Harrison  should  receive  any  payment  in  respect  of  the 
reserved  rent,  Const^  or  the  estate  of  MartindcUe^  should 
be  applied  to  for  a  sum  equal  to  one  seventh  of  every 
such  payment,  to  the  intent,  that  all  the  proprietors  of 
the  theatre  might  bear  an  equal  proportion  of  the  exists 
ing  general  debt  on  account  of  the  theatre :  They  also 
engaged,  that,  at  the  determination  of  the  term,  all  the 
original,  substituted,  and  additional  chattels  should  be 
left  with  the  theatre,  without  prejudice  to,  or  the  same 
being  delayed  by,  any  claim  on  the  part  of  Conslf  or  the 
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estate  of  Martindale^  in  respect  of  bis  or  ber  sbare  of 
the  same,  at  the  date  of  the  agreement,  at  which  time,  full 
possession  was  stated  to  have  been  delivered  by  Henry 
Harris  to  the  lessees,  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  on 
the  part  of  Const^  or  the  estate  of  Martindale.  The 
agreement  then  provided,  that  the  trust  monies  should, 
from  time  to  time^  be  paid  into  the  banking-house  of 
Stephenson^  Itemington^  and  Company,  or  such  other 
banking-house  as  Henry  Harris^  the  lessees,  and  WH' 
Ham  Harrison  might,  from  time  to  time,  mutually  fix 
upon,  and  that  all  payments  to  be  made  out  of  such 
monies,  should  be  made  by  cheques  of  Harrison  on  such 
banking-house,  and  that,  without  the  intervention  of  die 
parties  thereto ;,  and  that,  until  the  determination  of  the 
said  term  of  ten  years,  or  until  the  liquidation  of  the 
then  present  existing  general  debt  due  from  the  pro- 
prietary of  the  theatre,  and  the  interest  and  expenses 
thereof,  according  to  the  trusts,  Henry  Harris^  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  should,  notwithstand- 
ing any  thing  therein  contained,  or  to  be  contained  in 
the  lease,  receive  the  rents  of  the  private  box,  before 
mentioned  to  have  been  let  (or  alternate  weeks,  and  of 
the  fruit-rooms,  and  also  the  oratorio  rent,  and  should 
retain,  and  be  entitled  to  retain,  such  rents,  so  far  as  they 
should  not  exceed  the  yearly  sum  of  1360/.,  the  then 
amount  thereof  and  should  pay  any  surplus,  beyond  the 
said  sum  of  1 360/.,  to  the  lessees;  and  that  the  lessees 
should,  in  like  manner,  be  entitled  to  have  the  whole 
amount  of  the  said  last-mentioned  rents,  after  Henry 
Harris  should  cease  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same 
exclusively ;  and,  after  reserving  to  Henry  Harris  and 
the  lessees,  a  power  to  lease  the  premises  so  let  at 
1360/.,  it  was  provided,  that,  on  Henry  Harris  ceasing 
to  be  entitled  exclusively  to  receive  the  rents  of  the 
said  premises,  five  twelfths  of  the  monies  which  he 
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sfioald  have  received  out  of  such  rents,  with  interest  1824. 
on  such  five  twelfths  from  the  time  of  the  same  being 
•received,  should  be  secured  to  be  paid  to  the  other  pro^ 
prietors,  according  to  their  respective  shares,  by  equal 
annual  instalments,  and  that  such  instalments  should  be 
secured  by  charge  on  Henry  Harries  shares  in  the 
theatre,  and  on  such  shares  only,  it  being  intended  that 
Henry  Harris  personally,  or  his  estate,  other  than  the 
said  shares,  should  not  be-  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
sarae«  There  were  further  provisions  in  the  agreement, 
that  all  engagements  made  on  behalf  of  the  proprietary, 
with  performers,  authors,  or  servants,  should  be  taken 
to  by  the  lessees;  that  Henry  Harris^  and  his  estate, 
-except  his  share  in  the  rent  and  the  trust  monies, 
should,  during  the  term,  be  indemnified  by  the  lessees, 
from  the  general  debt  due  from  the  general  proprietary 
of  the  theatre^  and  the  interest  thereon,  it  being  the 
intent  of  the  parties,  that  such  debt  and  interest  should 
be  fully  paid  and  satisfied  out  of  the  said  rent,  and 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  share  of  Const^  or  the  estate 
of  Martindaleg  that  Henry  Harris  should  also  be  in- 
demnified by  the  lessees,  from  any  claims  or  suit  by 
Constf  in  consequence  of  the  possession  being  given 
up  to  them,  and  that  he  should  likewise  be  indemnified 
by  the  lessees,  from  any  engagements  to  be  entered  into, 
and  from  any  debts  or  liabilities  to  be  contracted  or 
incurred  by  them,  in  the  course  of  their  conducting  and 
managing  the  concerns  of  the  theatre  from  the  day  of  the 
date  thereof;  that  the  expenses  of  all  parties  relating  to 
the  agreement,  and  to  the  lease,  should  be  paid  by  the 
lessees  in  the  first  instance,  and  should  be  added  to  the 
existing  general  debt  due  from  the  proprietors  of  the 
-theatre,  and  paid  accordingly ;  and  that  until  the  lease 
should  be  executed,  the  demised  shares  and  premises 
;0hoQld  be  held  by  the  lessees,  in  like  manner  as  if  the 
kase  bad  then  been  executed. 
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The  bill  was  filed  on  ihe  15th  of  April  1829,   fay 
Francis  Constf  against  Henty  Harris^  Charles  KanUe^ 
James  Trotter^  WiUiam  Harrison^  John  Saltren  WUIett^ 
and  John  Forbes.     After  stating  the  deed  of  the  9tfa 
of  March   1812,  it  stated,  that  Brandon^  during  his 
treasurership,  applied  the  income  of  the  theatre  accord- 
ing to  the  trusts  of  that  deed,  and  that  the  debts  doe 
upon  the  said  bills  of  exchange  and  bonds  were  thereby 
much  reduced,  but  that  a  considerable  portion  of  such 
debts  still  remained  unsatisfied.    It  then  proceeded  to 
give  a  detailed  account  of  the  income  of  the  ttieairp, 
allying  the  rent  of  the  private  boxes,  and  of  the  fruit- 
rooms,  and  the  oratorio-rent,  to  be  part  of  the  general 
receipts  and  profits  of  the  theatre,  and,  as  such,  appli- 
cable according  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  deed  of  the  9di 
o(  March  1812.    It  then  traced  the  devolution  of  the 
shares  of  the  parties  who  were  interested  in  the  theatre 
when  that  deed  was  executed,  alleging,  that  Uie  defendants 
WiUett  and  Forbes  had  become  entitled  to  George  Jfkile^s 
share,  as  well  in  respect  of  the  rights  vested  in  their 
respective  wives,  as,  by  virtue  of  some  agreement  or 
arrangement  made  by  them  with  the  executors  of  Whiies 
and,  after  noticing  the  disputes  with  Harris^  and  the 
treaty  for  the  agreement  of  the  11th  of  Mardi  1822,  k 
alleged,  that  the  Plaintifi* took  no  part  in  the  said  disputes, 
and  that,  having  merely  a  beneficial  life  interest  in  his 
eighth  part  of  the  theatre,  and  being  unwilling  to  com«iit 
himself  in  the  execution  of  liis  duties  as  executor  of  the 
said  Ann  Mariindale,  he  refused  to  become  a  party  to 
the  agreement.     It  then  proceeded   to  state,  that  the 
agreement  was  concluded   between  the  other  parties; 
that,  upon  the  same  being  concluded,  tlie  Defendants 
KemblCf  Willett^  and  Forbesj  entered  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  theatre,  and  took  upon  themselves  the  en* 
Ure  management  and  conduct  of  the  concerns  thereof; 
that,  for  nearlya  century  previous  to  the  said   last 
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named  Defendant's  undertaking  the  management  of  the  1S04« 

concerns  of  the  theatre,  it  had  been  the  invariable  custom, 
for  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  tlieatrej  every 
day,  during  the  continuance  of  each  season,  on  which  the 
theatre  was  open,  to  make  out  an  account,  containing 
the  amount  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre  on  the  previous 
night,. and  of  the  daily  payments  made  on  account  of  the 
expenoes  of  the  theatre,  and  that  such  account  was  after* 
wacds  printed,  and  a  printed  copy  thereof  sent  to  each  of 
the  p]X}prietors ;  that,  for  some  time  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  management  of  the  last  named  Defend- 
ants, the  printed  daily  accounts  continued  to  be  furnished 
as  usual  to.  the  Plaintiff;  and  that,  shortly  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  said  management,  the  Plaintiff  disco- 
vered, that  great  part  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre^  instead 
of  being  applied  according  to  the  deed  of  the  9th  of  March 
1812,  was,  in  violation  of  the  covenants  contained  in  that 
deed,  grossly  misapplied  to  other  purposes,  and,  amongst 
other  instances  of  such  misapplication,  it  particularly 
referred  to  the  receipt  by  Henry  Harris  of  the  rents  of  the 
private  box,  and  fruit-rooms,  and  of  the  oratorio-rent, 
by  the  agreement  of  the  llth  of  March  1822  reserved 
to  him.  It  then  went  on  to  state,  that,  in  order  to  enable 
them  to  make  such  misapplication  of  the  recdpts  of  the 
theatre,  the  Defendants  KemUe^  fViUeti,  and  Forbes^  soon 
after  they  undertook  the  management  of  the  theatre, 
disn  issed  Brandon^  who  had  given  security  for  the  due 
application  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre  according  to 
the  deed  of  the  9th  of  March  1812,  from  the  situation 
of  treasurer,  and  appointed  Robertson  to  be  treasurer  in 
his  place,  and  that  Robertson  had  given  no  security,  and 
iq>plied  the  receipts  according  to  the  direction  of  the 
last  named  Defendants,  and  witliout  any  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  the  last-mentioned  deed;  and  it  further 
stated,  that  it  had  always  been  customary  for  the  pro- 
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prietors  to  ensure  the  theatre,  to  an  amount  at  kaA  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  outstanding  liabilities,  but  that  the 
theatre  was  not  then  insured ;  and  after  charging  that^ 
in  January  1823,  the  Defendants  ordered  Robertson  not 
to  furnish  the  Plaintiff  with  the  usual  daily  accoants, 
under  the  pretence  that  the  Plaintiff  might  at  any  time 
attend  at  the  theatre  and  inspect  such  acooiiots,  it 
further  charged,  that,  as  one  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
theatre,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  such  accoonts 
sent  to  him  daily  for  his  examination,  but  that  Bobert^ 
son,  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  Defendants,  bad 
not  sent  to  the  Piaintii&  any  such  accounts  since  the 
22d  of  January  1823,  and  had  not,  though  required 
so  to  do,  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  the  annual  account  made 
up  to  the  end  of  the  last  season,  as  had  been  usual  and 
customary.  The  prayer  was.  That  the  Defendants 
might  be  decreed  to  abide  by,  and  specifically  to  per- 
form, the  several  agreements  and  covenants  contained 
in  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  March  1812;  and  that 
such  agreements  might  be  carried  into  execution  under 
the  direction  of  the  court;  that  accounts  might  be 
taken  of  the  debts,  provided  for  by  that  indenture^ 
which  then  remained  unsatisfied,  of  the  produce  and 
profits  which  had  arisen  and  been  received  from  the 
theatre,  since  the  Defendants  removed  Brandon  from 
being  the  treasurer  or  receiver,  and  of  the  application  of 
such  produce  and  profits ;  that  all  the  Defendants  who 
bad  received,  or  concurred  in  the  receipt  and  applicatioo 
of  such  produce  and  profits,  might  be  declared  to  be 
personally  liable  to  make  good  the  sums  so  received,  in 
so  far  as  the  same  had  been  applied  and  appropriated  to 
purposes  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  and  agreements 
of  the  said  indenture ;  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained  from  applying,  or  permitting  to  be  applied, 
any  of  the  rents,  issues,  produce,  and  profits  of  the  theatre 
and  other  premises,  to  any  other  purposes,  than  such  as 
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and  that  a  receiver  or  treasurer  of  the  theatre  might  be 
appointed,  with  proper  direcdons  for  enabling  him  to 
receive,  and  apply  such  rents,  produce,  and  profits, 
according  to  the  trusts  of  such  indenture ;  that,  when 
and  as  the  said  debts  should  be  paid  and  satisfied, 
the  Plaintiff,  and  the  several  other  persons  entitled 
thereto,  might  be  let  into  possession,  and  receipt,  and  en- 
joyment of  their  respective  proportion  of  the  rents,  prcH 
duce,  and  profits  of  the  theatres  and  that,  in  the  meaiv> 
time,  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  conduct- 
ing and  managing  the  concerns  of  the  theatre,  contrary 
to,  or  in  violation  o^  the  provisions  and  agreements  con- 
tained in  the  said  indenture,  and  from  excluding  the 
right  of  interference  on  (he  part  of  tlie  Plaintiff,  as  reserved 
•by  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture,  to  each  and  eveiy  the 
proprietors  of  the  theatre ;  and  if  necessary,  that  a  proper 
person  might  be  appointed  to  have  the  management  and 
conduct  of  the  concerns  of  the  theatre,  until,  all  the  said 
debts,  provided  for  by  the  said  indenture,  should  have 
been  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

On  the  30th  of  April  1823,  the  Defendants  Kemble, 
Harrison^  Forbes^  and  JVilieit,  put  in  a  demurrer  to  the 
bill,  assigning  as  causes  of  demurrer,  first,  that  Elizabeth 
jPercyj  and  Letitia  Mary^  the  wives  of  the  Defendants 
WUlettj  and  Forbes^  and,  secondly,  that  the  parties 
entitled  in  remainder  under  the  will  of  Ann  Martindale^ 
ytere  not  made  parties  to  the  suit ;  and  on  the  5th  of 
jMtttf  1823,  a  similar  demurrer  was  put  in  by  the  Defend- 
ant Troiier. 

On  the  3d  of  Mm/  1823,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  of 
a  motion,  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  for  an  injunction, 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  applying,  or  permitting 
to  be  applied,  any  of  the  monies  to  be  received  for  or  in 
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respect  of  the  theatre,  and  other  the  premises  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned,  to  any  other  purposes,  than  socli  as 
were  provided  and  agreed  upon  in  and  by  the  said 
indenture  of  the  9th  ot  March  1812,  and  for  a  reference 
to  the  Master  to  appoint  a  proper  person  or  persons  to 
act,  as,  or  in  the  nature  of,  a  receiver  and  treasurer  of 
tlie  theatre,  under  the  authority  of  the  Court,  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  the  monies,  which  should  from  time 
to  time  be  received  for  admission  to  die  theatre,  or  be- 
come or  be  payable  in  respect  of  the  rents  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned. 


The  motion  was  opened  before  the  Vice-Chanoellor, 
on  the  9th  oi  May  182S,  and  was  refused  with  ooftt8(a). 
Ob  the  same  day,  the  Plaintiff,  gave  notice  of  a  motion, 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  the  Vice-ChanceUof's 
order  of  the  Sth  of  May  might  be  discharged,  and  that 
an  order  might  be  made  accoixling  to  the  original  notice 
of  motion. 


The  allegations  of  the  bill  were  verified  by  an  affidavit 
of  the  Plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  Defend- 
ants Kemble^  WiUett^  and  Forbes^  by  an  affidavit,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  motion,  stated,  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the 
existence  of  the  deed  of  the  9th  oi  March  1812  until 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  that  they  believed  that  the  said 
deed  had  not  been  acted  upon  for  many  years,  but  had 
heea  considered  as  dormant,  and  as  a  dead  letter,  by  the 
parties  thereto,  the  material  purposes  for  which  the  aame 
-bad  been  made  having  been  long  since  carried  into 
efi*ect ;  and  they  said,  that  they  believed  that  all  the  bills 


{a)  The  merits  of  the  case 
were  not  discussed  before  the 
>  Vice  Chancdlory  but  His  Honour 
reftised  the  motion,  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  pendency  of  the 
demurrers   prevented   it    from 


being  made;  and  also  refused  to 
permit  the  demurren  to  be  ad- 
vanced, and  beard  with  the  mo- 
tion, unless  special  cause  was 
shewn.  See  Jone9  v.  Ta^iaty 
8  Madd,  Rep.  181. 
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jdF  cscchange,  and  bond  debts,  provided  for  by  tlie  said  1824. 
d^edy  had  been  paid,  except  a  small  part  of  the  bond 
debts,  for  the  payment  of  which  arrangements  had  been 
made^  and  time  given ;  they  further  stated,  that  several 
meetings  took  place,  pending  the  disputes  with  Henry 
Harris  re&rred  to  by  the  bill,  that  the  PlaintiiFpersonally 
assisted  at  one  of  those  meetings,  and  that,  before  the 
11th  o£  March  1S22,  the  Plaintiff  was  apprized  of  the 
substance  and  result  of  the  other  meetings,  and  of  the  ar- 
rat^ment  finally  made  with  Henry  Harris,  and  they 
«aid,  that  the  Plaintiff  expressed  no  dissatisfaction  at  the 
natare  of  the  said  arrangement,  but  acquiesced  in  and  ap- 
proved of  the  same,  so  Cur  as  it  bound  the  parties  there- 
■to:  they  also  stated,  that  application  was  made  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  become  a  party  to  the  said  arrangement  with 
Henry  Harris,  and  that,  when,  he  declined  so  to  do,  be 
'from  time  to  time  stated,  that  he  was  merely  the  execu- 
tor of  Ann  Martindale,  and  that  he  would  not  do,  or  join 
in  any  act,  whereby  be  might  make  himself  personally 
Jiable,  or  further  liable  than  the  assets  of  Ann  Mariindale 
might  make  him,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  expressly 
-stated,  that  he  would  not  be  a  proprietor  or  partner  ia  the 
theatre,  or  its  concerns,  and  had  and  would  purposely 
avoid  being  or  becoming  a  partner  or  proprietor  tlierein, 
and  they  said,  that  in  March  1822,  some  of  the  creditors 
of  the  theatre  having  become  pressing  for  their  demands, 
the  Plaintiff  was  informed  that  an  advance  of  money  on 
the  part  of  the  proprietors  would  be  necessary,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  then  refused  to  make  any  advance ;  they 
ataied,  that  the  material  object  for  which  the  said 
arrangement  with  Henry  Harris  was  entered  into,  wa% 
to  provide  a  fund,  not  liable  to  contingent  expenses,  to 
be  applied  in  liquidation  of  the  general  debt  due  on 
account  of  the  theatre,  and  that  it  had  been  originally 
proposed,  that  a  lease  of  the  whole  of  the  theatre  should 
be  granted  to  them,  the  Defendants,  at  the  clear  annual 
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rent  of  12,000/.,  but  that,  in  consequence  of  the  Plains 
tiff's  having  declined  to  concur,  it  was  finally  arranged, 
that  the  lease  should  be  of  seven  eighths  only,  at  the 
proportionate  rent  of  10,500/.,  and  that  such  rent, 
and  the  profits  of  Ann  Mmiindal^s  share,  or  a  sam  of 
1500/.  as  a  rateable  sum  in  respect  of  her  one  eighth, 
should  be  applied  in  liquidation  of  the  debt ;  and  they 
said,  that  the  rent  of  12,000/.  a  year  was  a  competent 
and  suflScient  rent  for  the  theatre,  and  that  the  actual 
profits,  from  March  1822,  had  not  been  equal  to  that 
rent ;  they  then  stated,  that  T^homas  Harris^  whilst  he 
was  manager  of  the  theatre,  had  been  allowed  1000/.  a 
year  for  the  trouble  of  management,  pursuant  to  an 
agreement  signed  by  Ann  Martindale  and  other  pro- 
prietors, and  that  Henry  Harris  had  retained  the  like 
annual  sum  during  his  management,  and  that,  by 
the  arrangement  which  they  had  made,  the  theatre 
had  been  exonerated  from  that  charge ;  and  they  said, 
that,  with  the  exception  of  the  rents  received  by  Hemy 
Harris  under  the  arrangement,  the  whole  of  the  receipts 
of  the  theatre^  from  the  llth  of  March  1822,  bad  been 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  current  expenses  of  the 
theatre,  and  of  the  debts  due  firom  it  previous  to  the 
said  llth  oS March^  and  that  the  amount  of  such  debts 
had  been  thereby  greatly  reduced,  and  that  the  Defend- 
ants WiUett  and  Forbes  had  also,  sinc^  the  said  1 1th  of 
March^  made  large  advances,  out  of  their  own  private 
monies,  in  payment  of  the  said  debts :  they  denied  any 
improper  motive  in  dismissing  Brandon  from  the  trea- 
siirership,  and  said,  that  he  had  been  dismissed  in  conse> 
quttice  of  his  having  been  found  incapable  of  doing  his 
duty  personally,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  recommended 
his  dismissal,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  such  dismissal, 
they,  the  Defendants,  were  not  aware  of  the  existence  of 
the  deed  of  1812,  or  that  Brandon  had  given  any  secu- 
rity for  the  application  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre^ 
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and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  never  given  any  intimation  of 
the  existence  of  any  such  security.  The  statement  of 
the  affidavit  of  the  Defendants,  as  to  the  daily  printed 
accounts,  was,  that  since  they,  the  Defendants,  had  under- 
taken the  management  of  the  theatre,  such  accounts  had 
not  been  furnished  to  any  of  the  proprietors,  except  the 
Plaintif!^  and  that  the  delivery  of  such  accounts  had 
been  discontinued,  in  consequence  of  it9  having  been 
discovered  that  the  same  had  been  made  public,  and 
bad  been  known  to  several  persons  connected  with 
Drwy  Lane  theatre,  but  the  affidavit  stated,  that  the 
said  daily  accounts  were  regularly  made  out,  and  kept  at 
the  treasury  office  of  the  theatre,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
bad  the  power  of  informing  himself  fully  of  the  accounts 
and  transactions  of  the  theatre,  by  attending  at  the  said 
office,  where  all  the  books  and  accounts  were  open  for 
his  inspection,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  had  notice  to 
thatefiect,  and,  since  the  suspension  of  the  delivery  of 
the  daily  accounts,  had  personally  attended  at  the  theatre, 
and  inspected  the  books ;  after  further  stating,  that,  in 
the  course  of  their  management,  they  had  paid  the  cur* 
rent  expenses  and  outgoings  of  the  theatre,  in  due  course, 
and  according  to  the  custom  and  practice  thereof  and 
the  credit  usually  given,  and  that  there  was  no  debt 
owing  in  respect  of  the  said  current  expenses  and  out* 
goings,  except  such,  as,  according  to  the  aforesaid  cus- 
tom, practice,  and  credit,  were  not  then  due,  the  said 
Defendants,  by  their  affidavit,  said,  that  it  had  never  been 
their  wish  to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  from  superintending 
the  concerns  of  the  theatre,  but  that,  on  the  contrary, 
they  had  frequently  applied  to  him  for  his  advice  and 
assistance. 


1824. 
Const 

V, 


Upon  the  motion  being  opened,  the  counsel  for  the 
Defendants  objected  to  its  proceeding  until  the  demur* 
rers  were  dbposed  of;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  said. 


May  \9. 
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1824»         that,  according  to  his  recollection,  It  had  been  held,  that 
if  a  bill  was  filed  to  stay  irreparable  waste,  and  a  demur- 
rer was  put  in,  the  motion  to  stay  waste  could  not  be 
proceeded  with  until  the  demurrer  was  got  rid  oi^  but 
Where  a  bill  is       ^^  Court  would  hear  the  demurrer  immediately.      The 

and  a  demurrer  is  c^*^"^®'  ''^^  ^^^  PlaintiflF  however  Submitted,  that  the 
put  in,  the  Court  rule  in  question  applied  only  where  the  bill  was  demurred 
will  hear  the  de-  to  generally  for  want  of  equity,  and  did  not  reach  the 
^^  "     case  before  the  Court,  where  the  demurrer  was  for  want 

of  parties  merely.  The  papers  were  then  handed  up  to 
Mav  51.  ^^  Lord  Chancellor,  who,  this  day,  said,  he  thought  that 
the  wives  of  the  defendants  Willeti  and  Forbes,  were 
necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  but  that  he  would  hear 
counsel  upon  the  question  whether,  notwithstanding  that 
might  be  the  case,  the  injunction  might  not  be  granted  : 
that  he  had  not  made  up  his  mind  whether  the  motion 
might  not  prejudice  the  parties  pointed  at  by  the  de- 
Where  there  is  a    murrer :    that,  supposing  it  to  be  clear  that  tliere  was  a 

case  for  a  spcaa     ^^^  f^^  ^j^^  injunction,  and  that  the  iniunction  would 

injunction^  nnd 

the  injunction  will  operate  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  not  before  the 

operate  for  the       Court,  he  was  far  from  thinking  that  the  Court  would, 

benefit  of  parues  ^^^  account  of  the  absence  of  those  parties,  hesitate  to  do 
not  before  the  .       .  1 1  /.       , 

Court,theab««ce  "^^^^  ^^  ^0"^  for  them. 

of  those  parties, 

though  made  the  ground  of  demurrer  to  the  bill,  will  not  prevent  the  Court  from  inter 

posing. 

J     19  18  28         '^®  motion  then  proceeded.     It  was  twice  argued  by 
Nov.  20.         Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Wethcrell,    and    Mr.  Rawlins,   for   the 
I^laintifT;    and  Mr.  Heald,    Mr.  Shadwell,    Mr.  James, 
and  Mr.  2\Diss,  for  the  Defendants. 

After  the  first  argument,  the  Lord  Chancellor  again  ex- 

pressed  his  opinion,  that  the  wives  of  the  defendants 

Where  an  exeeu-    Willett  and  Forbes,  were  necessary  parlies  to  the  suit,  but, 

tor  has  not  assent-  with  respect  to  the  other  ground  of  demurrer,  he  said, 

beQuest.'the  pei^    ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^*^  ^  stated  the  PlainUflTs  executorship. 
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without  stating  for  what  persons  he  was  to  be  trustee,  that         1 8€4» 

he  could  not  consider  him  to  have  assented  to  an  interest 

in  the  cestuisque  irttst^  and  divested  himself  of  the  interest; 

and,  adverting  to  the  argument  that  the  pendency  of  the 

demurrers  prevented  the  motion  from  being  made,  his  *®"*  beneficially 
T      J  I.'         •  1    *i    -.  I  ij  entitled  are  not 

JLordship  said,  that  he  could  conceive  many  cases,  re-        eswirv  oarties 

quiring  immediate  interposition,  where  application  might  to  a  suit  relating 

be  made  to  the  Court,  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  to  the  property 

some  of  the  parties,  and  that  it  was  upon  that  concep-  •P®^*^^*^*^  ^ 

tion  he  had  permitted  the  motion  to  be  made  (a). 

In  support  of  the  motion,  it  was  contended,  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  he  had  been  ousted  by  the 
Defendants  from  all  the  rights,  which,  as  a  proprietor  of 
the  theatre,  he  was  entitled  to  exercise :  that  the  agree- 
ment of  1822  utterly  destroyed  the  equal  right  of  inter- 
ference which  ought  to  have  existed  in  all  the  proprietors^ 
and  was  framed  for  the  express  purpose  of  destroying  that 
right,  and  vesting  in  the  lessees  the  entire  dominion  over 
the  theatre :  that  every  provision  in  that  agreement 
tended  to  exclude  the  Plaintiff's  interference,  and  was  in 
direct  contravention  of  his  rights  :  that  the  dismissal  of 
Brandon  from  the  office  of  treasurer,  and  the  non-de- 
livery to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  daily  accounts,  were  parts 
of  the  same  system  :  that  the  Plaintiff  had  a  clear  right 
to  be  furnished  with  those  dailv  accounts,  and  that  the 
practice  which  had  existed  of  their  being  delivered  to 
the  proprietors  must  be  adhered  to,  or,  at  all  events,  that 
the  Defendants  were  not  justified  in  discontinuing  that 
practice  without  communicating  with  the  Plaintiff:  that 
all  the  parties  were  bound  by  the  provisions  of  the  deed 

(a)  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Plain tifiT  ohtained  an  order 

any  order  allowing  the  demur-  to  amend,  on  payment,  of  20i. 

rers  was  ever  drawn  up,  or  tliat  costs  in  respect  of  the  amend- 

the     necessary     parties     were  ments,  and  of  10/.,  .the  costs  of 

brought  before  the  Court  until  setting  down  the  demurren. 
after  the  motion  was  disposed  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1895. 

of:  on  the  9th  oi  March  1824, 


506  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18M.  Tbe  bill  was  filed  on  the  15th  of  Jpril  182S,   fay 

Francis  Const,  against  Henry  Hatrisj  Charles  KemUe, 
James  Trotter,  ffiUiam  Harrison,  John  Saltren  WHleii^ 
and  John  Forbes.  After  stating  the  deed  of  the  9th 
of  March  1812,  it  stated,  that  Brandon,  during  his 
treasarership,  applied  the  income  of  the  theatre  accord- 
ing to  the  trusts  of  that  deed,  and  that  tlie  debts  due 
upon  the  said  bills  of  exchange  and  bonds  were  therd>j 
much  reduced,  but  that  a  considerable  portion  of  sach 
debts  still  remained  unsatisfied.  It  then  proceeded  to 
give  a  detailed  account  of  the  income  of  tbe  Ifaeaire, 
allying  the  rent  of  the  private  boxes,  and  of  the  fruit- 
rooms,  and  the  oratorio-rent,  to  be  part  of  tbe  goieral 
receipts  and  profits  of  the  theatre,  and,  as  such,  appli- 
cable according  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  deed  of  the  9ch 
oi  March  1812.  It  then  traced  the  devolution  of  tbe 
shares  of  the  parties  who  were  interested  in  the  theatre 
when  that  deed  was  executed,  alleging,  that  tlie  defendants 
WiUett  and  Forbes  had  become  entitled  to  George  Wkiie^ 
share,  as  well  in  respect  of  the  rights  vested  in  their 
respective  wives,  as,  bj  virtue  of  some  agreement  or 
arrangement  made  by  them  with  the  executors  of  While ^ 
and,  after  noticing  the  disputes  with  Harris,  and  the 
treaty  for  the  agreement  of  the  11th  of  March  1822,  it 
alleged,  that  the  Plaintifi* took  no  part  in  the  said  disputes^ 
and  that,  having  merely  a  beneficial  life  interest  in  his 
eighth  part  of  the  theatre,  and  being  unwilling  to  commit 
himself  in  the  execution  of  his  duties  as  executor  of  the 
said  Ann  Martindale,  he  refused  to  become  a  party  to 
the  agreement.  It  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  the 
agreement  was  concluded  between  the  other  parties; 
that,  upon  the  same  being  concluded,  the  DefeDdaats 
Kemble,  WiUett,  and  Fm^es,  entered  into  tbe  posses- 
sion of  the  theatre,  and  took  upon  themselves  the  en- 
title management  and  conduct  of  the  concerns  thereof; 
that,  for  nearlya  century  previous  to  tbe   said   last 
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named  Defendant's  undertaking  the  management  of  the  1S€4« 

concerns  of  the  theatre,  it  had  been  the  invariable  custom, 
for  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  tlieatre,  every 
day,  during  the  continuance  of  each  season,  on  which  the 
theatre  was  open,  to  make  out  an  account,  containing 
the  amount  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre  on  tlie  previous 
night, -and  of  the  daily  payments  made  on  account  of  the 
expenoes  of  the  theatre,  and  that  such  account  was  after- 
waods  printed,  and  a  printed  copy  thereof  sent  to  each  of 
the  proprietors;  that,  for  some  time  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  management  of  the  last  named  Defend- 
ants, the  printed  daily  accounts  c<Hitinued  to  be  furuished 
as  usual  to.  the  Plaintiff;  and  that,  shortly  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  said  management,  the  Plaintiff  disco- 
vered, that  great  part  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre^  instead 
of  being  applied  according  to  the  deed  of  the  9th  of  March 
1813,  was,  in  violation  of  the  covenants  contained  in  that 
cfeed,  grossly  misapplied  to  other  purposes,  and^  amongst 
other  instances  of  such  misapplication,  it  particularly 
referred  to  the  receipt  by  Henry  Harris  of  the  rents  of  the 
private  box,  and  fruit-rooms,  and  of  the  oratorio-rent, 
by  the  agreement  of  the  lUh  of  March  1822  reserved 
to  him.  It  then  went  on  to  state,  that,  in  order  to  enable 
them  to  make  such  misapplication  of  the  receipts  of  the 
theatre,  the  Defendants  KembUy  WiUetty  and  Forbes^  soon 
after  they  undertook  the  management  of  the  theatre, 
dian  issed  Brandon^  who  had  given  security  for  the  due 
application  of  the  receipts  of  the  theatre  according  to 
the  aeed  of  the  9th  of  March  1812,  from  the  situation 
of  treasurer,  and  appointed  Robertson  to  be  treasurer  in 
his  place,  and  that  Robertson  had  given  no  security,  and 
applied  the  receipts  according  to  the  direction  of  the 
last  named  Defendants,  and  without  any  regard  to  the 
.  provisions  of  the  last-mentioned  deed ;  and  it  further 
atated,  that  it  had  always  been  customary  for  the  pro- 

2M  4 
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prietors  to  ensure  the  theatre,  to  an  amount  at  least  saffi- 
cient  to  satisfy  the  outstanding  liabiiities,  but  that  the 
theatre  was  not  then  insured ;  and  after  charging  thati 
in  January  1823,  the  Defendants  ordered  Boberison  not 
to  furnish  the  Plaintiff  with  the  usual  daily  accounts, 
under  the  pretence  that  the  Plaintiff  might  at  any  time 
attend  at  the  theatre  and  inspect  such  acooiiots,  it 
further  charged,  that,  as  one  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
theatre,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  such  accounts 
sent  to  him  daily  for  his  examination,  but  that  Robert* 
son,  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  Defendants,  had 
not  sent  to  the  Plaintiiis  any  such  accounts  since  the 
Q2d  of  January  182S,  and  had  not,  though  required 
€o  to  do,  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  the  annual  account  made 
up  to  the  end  of  the  last  season,  as  had  been  usual  and 
customary.  The  prayer  was,  That  the  Defendants 
might  be  decreed  to  abide  by,  and  specifically  to  per- 
form, the  several  agreements  and  covenants  contained 
in  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  March  1812;  and  that 
such  agreements  might  be  carried  into  execution  under 
the  direction  of  the  court;  that  accounts  might  be 
taken  of  the  debts,  provided  for  by  that  indenture 
which  then  remained  unsatisfied,  of  the  produce  and 
profits  which  had  arisen  and  been  received  from  the 
theatre,  since  the  Defendants  removed  Brandom  from 
being  the  treasurer  or  receiver,  and  of  the  application  of 
such  produce  and  profits ;  that  all  the  Defendants  who 
bad  received,  or  concurred  in  the  receipt  and  application 
of  such  produce  and  profits,  might  be  declared  to  be 
personally  liable  to  make  good  the  sums  so  received,  in 
so  far  as  the  same  had  been  applied  and  appropriated  to 
purposes  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  and  agreements 
of  the  said  indenture ;  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained  from  applying,  or  permitting  to  be  applied, 
any  of  the  rents,  issues,  produce,  and  profits  of  the  theatre 
and  other  premises,  to  any  other  purposes,  than  such  as 
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were  provided  and  agreed  upon  by  the  said  indentare; 
and  that  a  receiver  or  treasurer  of  the  theatre  might  be 
appointed,  with  proper  directions  for  enabling  him  to 
receive,  and  apply  such  rents,  produce,  and  profits, 
according  to  the  trusts  of  such  indenture ;  that,  when 
end  as  the  said  debts  should  be  paid  and  satisfied, 
the  Haintiff,  and  the  several  other  persons  entitled 
thereto,  might  be  let  into  possession,  and  receipt,  and  en- 
joyment of  their  respective  proportion  of  the  rents,  pro- 
duce, and  profits  of  the  theatres  and  that,  in  the  mean*- 
time,  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  conduct- 
ing and  managing  the  concerns  of  the  theatre,  contrary 
to,  or  in  violation  o^  the  provisions  and  agreements  con- 
tained in  the  said  indenture,  and  from  excluding  the 
right  of  interference  on  ^he  partof  tlie  Plaintifi^as  reserved 
hy  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture,  to  each  and  every  the 
proprietors  of  the  theatre ;  and  if  necessary,  that  a  proper 
person  might  be  appointed  to  have  the  management  and 
conduct  of  the  concerns  of  the  theatre,  until,  all  the  said 
debts,  provided  for  by  the  said  indenture,  should  have 
been  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

On  the  SOth  of  April  1 823,  the  Defendants  Kemble, 
Harrison^  Forbes^  and  WiUett^  put  in  a  demurrer  to  the 
bill,  assigning  as  causes  of  demurrer,  first,  Utist  Elizabeth 
Perof^  and  Letitia  Mary^  the  wives  of  the  Defendants 
JVUktty  and  Forbes^  and,  secondly,  that  the  parties 
entitled  in  remainder  under  the  will  oi  Ann  Martindale^ 
were  not  made  parties  to  the  suit ;  and  on  the  5th  of 
JUttt/  1823,  a  similar  demurrer  was  put  in  by  the  Defend- 
ant TrMer. 

On  the  3d  of  May  1823,  the  PlaintifiP  gave  notice  of 
a  motion,  before  the  Vice- Chancellor,  for  an  injunction, 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  applying,  or  permitting 
to  be  applied^  any  of  the  monies  to  be  received  for  or  in 
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partners  being  consulted ;  but  that,  if  sll  had  been  «mi^ 
suited,  the  practice  had  been  properly  disconttnaed.  Id 
commenting  upon  the  agreement  of  1822,  his  Lofdship 
said,  wiih  reference  to  the  covenants  applying  to  the 
entirety  of  the  premises,  that,  there  being  seveo  eighths 
of  the  whole  property  vested  in  the  lessees,  and  tbejr 
standing,  for  ten  years,  in  Harrvfs  plaoe^  it  was  not, 
improper  on  his  part  to  require  sndi  covenants^  leaeviog 
the  lessees  to  deal  with  their  partnos  as  they  coqU; 
but,  referring  to  the  clauses,  as  to  debts  which  wexe  to  b^ 
considered  as  due  from  the  proprietors,  though  incuried 
by  the  pardes  to  the  agreement  only,  and  partioiilariy 
to  the  clause  as  to  the  printing-press,  his  Lordahip  saidp 
that  the  debts  might  properly  be  considered  as  debts 
due  from  the  proprietors,  including  the  Plainlifi^  pvo- 
vided  they  were  debts,  which  ought  to  be  thvown  upon 
the  proprietors,  and  were  incurred,  after  a  proper  eon* 
munication  with  the  Pluntiff  as  to  the  propriety  oftbei^ 
being  incurred;  but  that,  prim&Jacief  the  Plaintiff  had 
an  undoubted  right  to  be  consulted  on  that  propositiooi 
iLud  that,  as  to  the  printing-press,  the  Phintiff  had  s 
right  to  be  consulted  upon  the  question,  whether  any 
should  be  set  up ;  and  that  no  debt  in  respect  of  it  amid 
.ever  be  thrown  on  the  general  body  of  the  proprielDn, 
unless  a  decision,  in  favour  of  its  being  set  up,  was  oone 
%0f  on  the  proper  principle  on  which  all  pointSf  Ibr  die 
•consideration  of  all  the  partners,  were  to  be  oonsiderad 
and  decided  upon ;  and  he  said,  that,  taking  the  whole 
instrument  together,  it  was  an  instrument,  with  respect  to 
^hich,  as  to  many  parts  of  it,  it  was  extremely  diflicidt 
to  say,  that  the  partners  of  the  seven  eighths  ooidd  eater 
into  it,  without  consulting  the  partner  of  the  other  caghdi^ 
but,  that  the  instrument  seemed  to  him  to  go  to  the  utter 
destruction  of  the  deed  of  1812;  that  it  prcmdedyia 
many  instances,  for  an  application  of  the  funds,  dttfetest 
from  the  application  directed  by  that  deed,  by  which  the 
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tqpplication  of  the  rents  and  profits,   including  those  I824>'. 

taken  by  Mr.  Harris  under  the  instrument  in  question, 
ivas  irrevocably  fixed ;  and  that,  tlierefore,  if  the  question 
liad  arisen  immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  instru- 
inent»  whether  it  could  be  carried  into  execution,  con- 
sistently with  the  deed  of  1812,  the  instrument  could 
fierer  have  been  permitted  by  the  Court  to  over*ruIe  the 
deed,  unless  upon  some  other  ground,  than  that  thd 
Jialties  to  the  instrument  were  ignorant  of  the  deed : 
that,  if  the  instrument  was  entered  into  in  entire  igno« 
ranoe  of  the  deed  of  1812,  it  might  be  good  ground  for 
the  lessees  to  say  to  Harris^  that  he  should  not  hold 
them  to  the  ^reement,  as  he  had  not  informed  them  of 
the  nature  of  the  property,  or  of  the  obligations  td 
which  he  was  subject  by  the  deed  of  1812 ;  but  that,  it 
never  could  be  said,  that  without  the  consent  of  all 
parties,  the  execution  of  the  agreement  could,  upon  the 
inere  ground  of  ignorance,  entirely  destroy  the  obliga- 
tions contracted  by  the  deed  of  1812  :  that  the  panics 
daiming  under  the  agreement  could  take  nothing 
more  than  Mr.  Harris  could  give  them ;  and  that  they 
therefore  took,  subject  to  all  that  Mr.  Harris  would  have 
been  subject  to  had  the  agreement  not  been  mode :  that  A  party,  taking  the 
a  party,  taking  the  interest  of  a  partner  in  a  concern,  jhare  of  a  partner 
could  not  be  let  loose  from  the  obligations  the  partner  fi^il^fi"***"* 
Was  under  to  the  concern ;  and  that,  if  he  chose  to  ask  from  the  obli- 
sio  questions,  he  must  take  at  hb  own  risk  with  respect  gations  that 
to  those  obligations.  In  noticing  the  fact,  that  arrange-  P^**  "  ^^^ 
ments  had  been  made,  and  time  given,  for  such  of  the 
debts  secured  by  the  deed  of  1812  as  remained  unpaid, 
his  Lordship  said,  that  that  would  not  do ;  that  without 
the  consent  of  all  the  parties,  other  securities  could  not 
be  substituted  for  that,  which  was  the  primary  ^security.- 

-  His  Lordship  then  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
the  case^  as  it  stood  in  1812,  and  as  it  was  affected  by 
what  had  subsequently  happened. 

2N  8 
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MM.  I  have  never  seen  a  deed»  which  more  inqevoeablj  fize(| 

upon  the  parties,    whose  interests  were  to  be  bounds 
the  trusts  created  by  it,  than  the  deed  of  the  9th  of 
March  1812  ;  it  expressly  directs,  that  the  fpnds  shall  be 
exclusively  applied  to  the  particular  purposes  there  point- 
ed out,  and  that  the  treasurer  shall  be  irrevocably  directed 
so  to  apply  the  fnnds:  at  the  same  time^  great  diffi- 
culties might  have  arisen  upon  that  deed,  from  its  not 
providing  who  should  be  the  manager  of  the  theatre: 
suppose  a  manager  to  have  been  appointed  by  some  of 
the  persons  concerned  in  the  theatre,  without  duly  oon^ 
suiting  the  others,  it  would  have  been  a  much  shorter 
way  than  filing  a  bill  in  equity,  to  have  stated  to  that 
manager,  that  he  had  no  right  to  manage,  and  to  have 
stated  to  the  treasurer,  that  he  acted  at  his  peril  in 
applying  any  of  the  funds  according  to  the  orders  of  the 
manager :   the  same  difficulty  would   then  have   pre- 
sented itself  as  occurred  in  the  case  of  the  Opera  Houses 
that,  when  the  treasurer  came  to  pay  the  performers^  a 
question  would  have  arisen,  whether  the  person  who  had 
made  the  bargain  with  them  had  any  authority  to  make 
it:  so,  in  the  present  state  of  things,  a  question  may 
arise,  whether,  if  the  present  management  is  a  manage- 
ment, which  has  not  been  properly  created  originally,  or 
properly  sanctioned  subsequently,  Mr*  Bobertsan  will 
be  justified  in  executing  the  very  first  trust  of  this  dee^i 
unless  it  can  be  shewn,  that  the  contracts  with  the  per- 
formers are  contracts,  which  bind  all  the  persons  inter- 
ested:  however  that  may  be,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
whatever,  that  after  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1812, 
unless  the  trusts  of  it  were  altered  by  some  effisctual 
means,  it  never  could  be  competent  to  any  of  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  theatre,  without  the  consent  of  the  others, 
to  authorise  Brandon^  whilst  he  acted  under  the  deed,  to 
apply  any  part  of  the  monies  coming  to  bis  hands,  to  any 
other  purposes  than  those  expressed  in  the  deed :  coo- 
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Memg  the  deed  to  have  been  an  effectaal  deed,  it  has  ISM. 

been  the  duty  of  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being,  to  say, 
that,  without  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  interested,  he 
oould  not  allovr  any  part  of  the  monies  coming  to  his 
hands,  to  be  applied  otherwise  dian  according  to  the 
trusts  of  the  deed :  if  all  the  parties  interested,  except 
one^  came  to  him,  and  said,  he  should  not  apply  the 
monies  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  deed,  he  was 
authorized  to  say,  that  he  should  make  that  application' 
•f  the  monies,  and  that  he  could  make  no  other  applica- 
tion of  them:  Thus  the  case  stood  in  1812. 

•   In  ordinary  partnerships  nothing  is  more  clear  than  Partners  may  be 

diis,  that  although  partners  enter  into  a  written  ainree*  °®'^  "^  ^^ 
'or  o  conduct  to  have 

ment,  stating  the  terms  upon  which  the  joint  concern  is  changed  the  terms 
to  be  carried  on,  yet,  if  there  be  a  long  course  of  deal-  of  a  written 
ing,  or  a  course  of  dealing,  not  long,  but  still  so  long  as  «fi»«ement  into 
to  demonstrate,  that  they  have  all  agreed  to  change  the  ^  *g-  j  f,  canr* 
terms  of  the  original  written  agreement,  they  may  be  ing  on  the  con* 
held  to  have  changed  those  terms  by  conduct.     For  c^n> 
instance,  if  in  a  common  partnership,  the  parties  agree, 
that  no  one  of  them  shall  draw  or  accept  a  bill  of  ex- 
change in  his  own  name,  without  the  concurrence  of  all 
the  others,  yet,  if  they  afterwards  slide  into  a  habit  of 
permitting  one  of  them  to  draw  or  accept  bills,  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  others,  this  Court  will  hold,  that 
thegr  have  varied  the  terms  of  the  original  agreement  in 
diat  respect;  so,  in  this  case,  if  it  can  be  shewn,  that  in  , 

the  administration  of  this  property,  the  proprietors  in 
^neral,  after  1812,  pursued  a  diffisrent  course  from  that 
provided  for  by  the  deed  ot  March  1812|  they  must  be  and  to  have  sub' 

taken  to  have  altered  the  agreement,  and  to  have  sub-  '^^"^^      ^. 

.    ^*  ^  ^  terms  to  which 

itttuted  the  terms,  to  which,  in  their  conduct,  they  have  they  have  adher* 
.  adhered,  instead  of  the  terms  contained  in  the  original  ed»  instead  of  the 
agreement ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  present  PlainUff,  {^"^"^^^^^n^ 
Acre  can  be  no  doubt^  that  if,  after  the  deed  of  1812  was  ggreemeBt. 

.       .?Ni  •' 


fi9«! 
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Parties  claiming 
under  a  partner 
who  bos  assented 
to  the  substituted 
terms  cannot  re- 
vert back  to  the 
original  ternlks. 


A  partner  com- 
pldYiing  that  the 
other  partners  do 
not  do  their  duty 
towards  him 
must  be  ready  to 
do  his  duty  to- 
wards them. 

Where  in  carry- 
ing on  a  concern 
there  is  any  ma- 
terial change  to 
be  made,  notice 
must  be  given  to 
all  parties  of  what 
the  change  is,  and 
at  what  time  it  is 
to  be  taken  into 


execated»  bis  testatrix  gave  in  to  a  course  of  adauAistiaBi- 
tjon  of  the  property,  different  from  the  course  provided  Sor 
by  the  deed,  if  her  octa,  or  the  acta  of  ottiers  with  her  con- 
sent, afforded  such  evidence  of  departure  from  the  terma 

ft 

of  the  written  agreement,  as  to  amount  to  the  sobBtitutioa 
Qf  a  new  agreement,  though  evidoieed  ooty  by  parol,  in« 
stead  of  the  written  agreement,  he^  claiming  under  her,. 
must  be  bound  by  h^r  acts,  and  cannot  be  at  liberty  to 
revert  back  from  those  acts,  establishing  a  new  agreement, 
to  call  into  operation  again  the  old  agreement,  and  to 
insist,  that  the  non-execution  of  the  old  agreement  is,  ia 
such  circumstances,  a  breach  of  trust.  So  again,  it  is  a 
principle  of  this  Court  with  respect  to  partnership  con* 
cerns,  that  a  partner,  who  complains  that  the  other  part^ 
ners  do  not  do  their  duty  towards  him,  must  be  ready  at 
all  times,  and  offer  himself^  to  do  his  duty  towards  them* 

•  •  • 

Whether  the  observation  I  am  about  to  make  applies 
tp  this  case  at  present  or  not,  it  may  be  useful  for  the 
guidance  of  these  parties  hereafter :  it  is. not  enough  for 
the  parties  who  have  executed  the  deed  of  1822  to  say, 
we,  the  owjiers  of  seven  eighths,  will  meet,  and.  Mr.. 
Consi  may  come  if  he  pleases :  where  there  is  any  mate-» 
rial  chatige  to  be  made,  which  is  to  be  a  bindii^ig  chang% 
notice  must  be  given  to  all  parties  of  what  that  changft 
is,  and  at  what  time  it  is  to  be  taken  into  consideratioa  : 
For  instance,  if  notice  was  given  with  respect  to  dismiss* 
ing  Mr,  Brandon^  I  ana  not  of  opinion,  supposing  the 
deed  of  1812  to  have  been  an  operative  deed  when  Mr» 
Brandon  was  dismissed,  that  it  was  not  competent  ta  the 
parties  to  dismiss  him,  duly  taking  into  consideraliog 
whether  he  ought  to  be  dismissed  or  not,  and  duly  pro* 
viding  a  substitute,  who  should  be  constituted  and  bound 
to  all  the  duties  Mr.  Brandon  was  constituted  and  bound 
to,  and  whose  discharge  of  those  duties  should  be  as 
well  secured,  as  Mr.  Brandon's  discharge  of  those  duties 
was  secured ;  but  1  say,  that,  supposing  the  deed  of  1812 
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te>  bate  been  tben  operadve,'  tbe  propiietarjr  could  not'       .  1824: 
dismiss  Mr.  Brandon  Without  consufting  all'  their  part- 
ners: If  tbe  deed  of  1812  was   then  operative!  his  dis-^ 
missal  ought  to  hare  been  the  act  of  all  the  partners; 

and  I  call  that  the  act  of  all,  which  is  the  act  of  the''"*f  ~^^/^*"»* 

jonty  of  psrtDers 
majority,  provided  all  are  consulted,  and  the  majority  |,^gjy,j^,f^|i 

are  acting  bondjide^  meeting,  not  for  the  purpose  of  provided  all  are 

negativing,  what  any  one  may  have  to  offer,  but  for  the  consulted,  and  tbe 

purpose  of  negativing,  what,  when  th^  are  met  together,  """^t^AJu  ^ 

they  may,  after  due  consideration,  think  proper  to  nega* 

dve:  For  a  majority  of  partners  to  say;  We  do  not  care 

what  one  partner  may  say,  we,  being  the  majority,  will 

do  what  we  please,  is,  I  apprehend,  what  this  Court  wilf 

Bot  alton^.     So,   again,   with  respect  to  making  Mr. 

Sobertson  the  treasurer,  Mr.  Const  had  a  right  to  be 

consulted ;  his  opinion  might  be  over-ruled,  and  honestly 

over-ruled,  but  he  ought  to  have  had  the  question  put 

to  him  and  discussed  :  In  all  partnerships,  whether  it  is 

expressed  in  the  deed  or  not,  the  partners  are  bound  to 

be  true    and  faithful  to  each  other :  They  are  to  act  Partnen  must 

upon  the  joint '  opinion  of  all,  and  the  discretion  and  «ctiipoD  the  joint 

judgment  of  any  one  cannot  be  excluded :    What  weight  ^^  cannot*ei- 

is  to  be  given  to  it  is  another  question :   The  most  pro-  dude  the  judg- 

minent  point,  on  which  the  Court  acts,  in  appointing  a  ment  of  anyone. 

r5ceiver  of  a  partnership  oonceri),  is,  the  circumstance  of  The  exclusion  of 

one  partner,  having  taken  upon  himself  the  power  to  JJ-^n^lL^^f 

exclude  another  partner,  from  as  full  a  share  in  the  management  U,e ; 

maiMgement  of  the  partnership,  as  he,  who  assumes  that  itraiigeitgnmiid 

power,  himself  enjoys.  =  fori^ipomtiiig  a 

,  receiYef* 

Then,  what  are  tlie  circumstances,  upon  which  the 
lessees  of  the  seven  eighths  rely,  as  having  varied,  prior 
to  the  deed  of'  1822,  and  to  what  extent,  and  in  what 
particulars,  the  deed  of  1812?  With  respeqt  to  whai 
they  state,  as  to  their  not  liaving  known  of  the  deed  of 
1812,  for  the  reasons  I  have  already  glven^  I  can  pay  nd 
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18M«  attention  to  that:  What  they  were  boand  by  law  t^ 
know  they  must  be  taken  to  have  known :  Their  obli- 
gation in  law  to  know  of  the  deed  of  1812,  cannot  be 
altered  by  their  not  having  in  fact  known  of  it;  but, 
whether  they  knew  of  it  or  not,  they  cannot  take  under 
Harris  upon  better  terms,  than  those  upon  which  Harris 
himself  took. 

I  am  willing,  however,  to  agree,  that  usage  may  be 
taken  as  varying  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  1812 ;  usage, 
which  cannot,  of  course,  be  of  long  continuance^  but  for 
this  purpose  may  be  of  great  effect:  I  am  also  willing 
to  agree,  that  the  deed  of  1812,  saying  nothing  about 
the  appointpient  of  a  manager,  it  must  be  understood, 
that  managers  were  thenceforth  to  be  appointed,  in  the 
same  way  as  they  had  before  been  appointed ;  and  that 
if,  for  instance,  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Henry  Harris 
took  place  without  any  form  whatever,  the  other  parties 
merely  standing  by,  and  seeing  him  the  manager  from 
year  to  year,  in  which  case  I  should  say,  that  their  non^ 
opposition  was  their  accession  to  the  appointment,  a 
manager  now  appointed  in  the  same  manner,  and  where 
there  was  the  same  accession  to  the  appointment,  would 
be  a  perfectly  good  manager;  but,  supposing  there  lo 
have  been  a  manager  to  be  appointed  under  the  deed  of 
1822,  and  the  lessees  of  the  seven  eighths  to  have  ap- 
pointed the  manager,  without  consulting  the  parties  in* 
terested  in  the  one  eighth,  and  the  question  then  to  have 
arisen,  whether  the  manager  so  appointed  was  properly 
appointed,  on  these  naked  facts,  taking  the  question  to 
have  arisen  immediately  after  the  eicecution  of  the  deed 
of  1822, 1  should  have  said,  that  the  appointment  would 
not  do,  there  having  been  no  subsequent  acquiescence, 
removing  the  objection  of  the  parties  interested  in  the 
one  eighth  not  having  been  consulted ;  that  the  lessees 
•of  the  seven  eighths  could  not,  without  consulting  the 
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parties  interested  id  the  one  eigbthi  take  upon  theo^         Jb884r* 
selves,  mereljf  because  they  were  lessees  of  seven  eightbsi         -  '  " 
to  do  those  acts,  which  could  only  be  done  by  the  body^  m 

or  by  a  majority  of  the  body  representing  the  whole  of        «^^^ 
the  body,  and  that  the  majority  of  the  body  never  repre*    aitncnT^  ^ 
seated  the  whole  of  the  body,  except  where  there  had  represents  the 
been  a  voice  called  for  from  the  minority,  and  submitted  whole  body^  ex* 

to  and  fairly  over-ruled  by  the  majority,  which  the  Court  fept  ^here  there 
_ ,  *       *  jjuji  been  a  voice 

would  generally  take  it  to  be  where  it  had  been  over-  ^u^j  for  from 

ruled :  Now  all  this  applies  equally  to  the  fippointment  the  minority. 

oi  Mr. BoberUon.  TheCourtwill 

generally  take  the 
opinion  of  the  minority  to  have  been  furly  over-nilecL 

HiH  Lordship  then,  after  adverting  to  the  situation  in 
which  Mr*  Robertson  stood,  in  respect  of  the  questions,— 
how  far  he  was  duly  appointed  and  duly  authorized,  in 
any  manner,  to  receive  or  apply  the  funds  of  the  theatre, 
and  in  what  application  of  those  funds  he  would  be  safe^ 
and  particularly  noticing,  that  he  could  not  think  Mr. 
Sobertson  would  be  safe  in  paying  to  Mr.  Harris  the 
ISGOl. per  annunif  —  proceeded  to  observe,  that  he  could 
not  find,  that  there  had  been  that  sort  of  acquiescence  by 
the  Plaihtifi^  which  precluded  otgection  on  his  part ;  that, 
unless  the  deed  of  1812  could  be  argued  to  give  Mr. 
Brandon  a  freehold  for  life  in  the  office  of  treasurer,  it 
was  competent  to  the  parties,  acting  towards  each  other 
iBL8  they  ought  to  act,  to  dismiss  Mr.  Brandon,  and  to  ap- 
point another  treasurer,  and  that  the  deed  itself  speaking 
of  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being,  raised  that  implica- 
tion ;  but  that,  if  the  parties  were  to  be  considered  as 
acting  under  the  deed  of  1812,  they  could  not  act  under 
that  deed,  in  the  appointment  of  a  treasurer,  without 
calling  the  whole  of  the  proprietors  together,  and  taking 
into  consideration  who  that  treasurer  should  be ;  that, 
unless  something  fbrther  could  be  stated,  (o  oust  the 
reasoning,  as  to  the  non-accession  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
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new  state  of  things  under  die  deed  of  18W,  and,  unlesf 
the  deed  of  1822  was  to  be  taken  to  be  the  kaduig  deed, 
and  to  have  excluded  the  PlaintHP  from  all  interference 
.  whateveri  he  could  not  get  rid  of  the  opinion,  that  ICr. 
Bobertson  could  not  be  considered  as  treasurer,  and  that 
all  the  parties  were  to  be  considered  as  partners,  having 
a  demand  upon  each  other  for  that  intercourse,  which  the 
Court  enforces  between  partners ;  that,  if  the  conclusion 
was,  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  not  the  treasurer,  and  that 
the  deed  of  1812  could  not  be  displaced,  the  Court  must 
appoint  a  treasurer,  unless  the  parties  would  appoint  one, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  what  must 
regulate  their  partnership;  but  that,  as  there  had  been  a 
miscarriage  in  the  appointment  of  a  treasurer,  by  the 
Judgment  of  a  person  having  been  excluded,  whose  judg- 
ment  ought  to  have  been  taken,  the  most  advisable  thing 
to  be  done,  considering  the  nature  of  the  concern,  was, 
for  a  meeting  of  the  partners  to  be  called  to  appoint  a 
treasurer. 

.  His  Lordship  accordingly  desired,  that  a  meeting  of 
the  partners  should  be  called  to  appoint  a  treasurer,  and 
(hat  the  Court  should  be  informed  of  what  passed  at  that 
meeting ;  and,  observing  that  if  what  then  passed  was 
not  satisfactory  the  Court  must  appoint  a  treasurer,  His 
Lordship  ordered,  that,  in  the  mean  time^  there  should 
be  no  application  of  the  income  of  the  theatre^  oon- 
traiy  to  the  deed  of  L812» 

feb.  id»  The  matter  was  again  m^itioned,  and  it  was  stated, 

that  no  arrangement  had  been  made,  and  that  Mr. 
Harris  had  declined  to  attend  any  meeting,  considering 
that,  having  demised  his  share,  he  had  no  interest  in  the 
question,  and  was  bound  to  accede  to  whatever  the  lessees 
ApKopriitorofa  agreed  upon  among  themselves;  but,  the  Lord  CKtfa- 


tiieatie  having       cdlor  asked,  whether  Mr.  Hams*  having  made  a  lease 
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of  kis  mlerast  without  tbe  coaseat  of  one  of  his  partners^  1M4. 

might  not  iq>ply  for  so  kijonction,  to  restrain  his  lessees 

from  doing  any  act  pacjudieial  to  that  partner*    His 

Lordship  tlMn  rrfemsd  it  to  the  Master  to  appobt  a 
Raeeirer.  /  without  Ae  cod. 

lent  of  bis  co» 
Reg.  Lib.  A.  was.  657.      p,«prietor  nm, 

obtsifi'sn  injuBO- 
tioQ  to  rartrain  blsleMces  from  doing  spy  act  prejudicial  to  mch  coi^prietor.  Semiie. 


J 
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Devise  of  several  HT^HIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  specific  peribraiaDoe 
estates  to  A.  for  of  an  agreement,  entered  into  by  the  defendant,  hr 

life,  with  re-  jjjg  purchase  of  some  property,  formerly  part  of  an 

mainder  to  trus-  n*  «-i-.rw  •rr 

tees  to  preserve  ^^^  called  Juis^  in  the  parish  of  Si*  Stephen^  in  the 

coiitingent  re-  county  of  ComwalL 

maiDdersy  with 

first  and  other  '^^  PlaintiflPs  title  to  the  property  in  question  was 

sons  of  if .  in  tail    deduced  in  the  following  manner :  Pendock  Neale^  by  his 

male,  with  divers   will,  dated  the  ISth  of  Naoember  1768,  ffave  and  devised 

rraiain  ers  over,    ^^  ^^j  estate  called  Jut$y  together  with  divers  fredold 

with  power,  to  »     o 

the  persons  from    estates,  situate  in  the  county  of  Nottingham^  subject  to 

time  to  time  en-    certain  rent-charges,  to  his  nephew  Pendock  Neale  for 

totes  T  *  Vto  ^^^  ^^'^  ^^^  ^^  determination  of  that  estate  by  forfei- 
lease  all  such  '  ture  or  otherwise  in  his  lifetime^  to  trustees  and  their  ban 
estates^  except  an  during  the  life  of  the  said  Pendock  NealCf  upon  the  usual 
^^t£^  ''"»*"  ^°'  preserving  contingeDt  remainders,  ud  to  per- 
tion  that  the  per^  ^^  ^®  ^^^  Pendock  Neale  to  receive  the  rents  during 
sons,  who  should  bis  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
be  entitled  to  and  ^f  ^j^  g^id  Pendock  Neale,  severally  and  successively,  in 

deviw^estatesT     ^^  °**^®»  ^^  remainder,  to  the  brothers  of  the  said 

should  not  lease 

the  estate  called  JuU,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  every  such  person  should  live  and 
lende  on  the  said  estate  called  JiUi  ;  and  for  default  thereof^  all  the  devised  estates  to 
go  over  to  the  person  next  in  succession^  as  if  the  person  refusing  or  neglecting  to 
reside  or  live  at  Juis  was  actually  dead. 

Held,  in  a  snit,  by  parties  making  title  under  a  recovery  suffered  by  A.  and  his  ddest 
son,  against  a  purchaser,  for  specific  performance,  that  it  was  too  uncertain  what  the 
testator  meant  by  the  words  live  and  reside  for  the  Court  to  determine  that  there  had 
been  a  Ibrfeitnre    and  a  specific  performance  decreed. 
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Peniock  Neak,  wverally  and  soccesBively,  in  tail  male,  1888* 

with  divers  remainders  over ;  and  he  willed  and  directed,'      Pilunoha* 
that  it  sbottld  be  lawfiil,   for  all    and    every  person        ^  «• 
and  persons,  who,  by  virtue  of  any  of  the  limitations 
thereinbefore  contained,  should,  from  time  to  time,  be 
entided  to  the  lands  and  hereditaments  thereinbefore 
devised,  if  of  full  age,  but  if  not,  for  their  respective 
gnardians,  to  demise  or  lease,  in  possession,  the  said  pre- 
mises, or  any  part  thereof,  for  any  term  not  exceedii^ 
twenty-one  years,  at  the  best  rent  that  could  be  reasonably 
obtained  for  the  same,  (except  his  aforesaid  estate  called 
Juts)j  it  being  his  will,  and  he  did  thereby  direct,  that 
such  person  or  persons,  who  should  be  entided  to  and 
possessed  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  should 
not  set,  let,  or  lease  out  the  said  estate  called  Juts,  or  any 
part  thereof  and  that  ev«ry  such  person  or  persons 
siiould  live  and  reside  on  the  said  estate  called  Juts,  and 
for  default  thereof,  he  gave  and  devised  all  his  said  land^ 
and  hereditaments  to  such  person,  who  should  be  the 
next  isntitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same,  by  virtue 
ef  any  devise  or  limitation  in  the  said  will,  as  if  such 
person,  so  refusing  or  neglecting  to  reside  or  live  at 
Juis  aforesaid,  had  been  actually  dead,  any  thing  in  his 
aatd  wiU  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Pendod  Neale  the  testator  died  in  1 772,  leaving  Pendoek 
Neale  the  devisee  an  infant :  Pendoek  Neale  the  devisee 
attained  twenty-one  on  the  27th  of  August  1778,  and  he 
afterwards  married,  and  had  issue  Pendoek  Barry  Neak^ 
his  eldest  son,  who  was  bom  on  the  6th  of  May  1 78S  t 
In  Trinity  term    1804,  Pendoek  Neale  and  Pendoek 
BaHrry  Neale  su£Pered  a  recovery  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion,  and  they  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed  it  to  the 
plaintiff:  the  grantors  in  the  deed  for  making  the  tenant 
to  the  precipe,  upon  the  recovery  being  suffered,  weref 
PendockNeale  and  Pendode  Barry  NeaU. 


fitm  CASES  .IN  CHANCERY. 

1899.  .   By  the  decree  made  npofi.tbe  hearing  of  the  canaey  on 

-,^-  '      '        the  7th  of  March  1816,  it  was  rderred  to  the  Masl^  to 

JltLWGUAM  J     -  1 

V.  inquire,  whether  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title  to 

B^MLKY*       jjjg  premises  comprised  in  the  agreement ;  and,  on  the 

8th  of  June  1818,  the  Master  re{)orted  in  favoar  of  the 
tidei. 

•  « 

The  Defendant  excepted  to  the  report,  and,  on  the 
hearing  pf  the  cause  upon  th,e  escoeption  and  for  fiirther 
directions,  on  the  16tli  otjtdy  1818,  it  was  referred  bade 
to  the  Master  to  inquire,  whether,,  prexious  to  .the  reoo- 
Tery  being  suffered  in  Trinify  Term  1804,  there.had  or 
had.  not  been  a  forfeiture  or  forfjsitures  of  the  estate  .and 
premises  in  question,  by  not.oomplyiog. with. the  terms 
of ..  the  will .  of  the  testator  Pet^dof^  Nfok :  And  it 
was.  ordered, .  that  the  Master  should  stale  the  /eTtdenee 
upon  which  hb  conclusion  was  fpund^,  and  that  the 
exception  should  stand  over  in,  the  mean:  time. 

On  the  .1 7th  of  February  1819,  the  Master  made  his  far* 
ther  report,  stating,  that  upon  .consideration  of  the  will  of 
the  testator,  and  of  the  evidence  laid  before  him,  respect- 
ing the  residence  of  the  said  Pendock  Neale  the  devisee 
upon  the  said  estate  called  thfUf  he  fquni^,  that  pievioas 
to  the  recovery  being  suffered  in  Trintig/  term  1804, 
there  had  not  been  any  forfeiture.of  the  estate  and  pre- 
mises in  question,  by  not  complying  with  the  terms  of 
the  said  testator's  will ;  and,'  in  a  schedule  to  his  report, 
be  set  forth  the  evidence  upon  which  he  had  come  to 
such  conclusion.  By  the  evidence  contained  in  the 
schedule  to  the  report  it  appeared,  that,  for  about  two 
years  n^t  after  he  attained  tweoty-one,  Pendock  l^eak 
the  devisee  was  living  and  residing,  and  described  him- 
self as  living  and  residing  at  Jut$;  thjit  he  thai  west 
into  Nottinghamshire^  where  he  remained  for  aboat  a 
year,  when  he  returned  to  Juts  with  his  wife^  whom  be 
married  in  the  interval,  and  that,  whilst  he  was  absent 
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from  Juts  upon  that  occasion,  his  servants  there  were 
upon  board  wages ;  that  after  he  had  returned  to  Juts 
with  his  wife,  he  continued  to  live  and  reside,  and 
describe  himself  as  living  and  residing  there,  for  about 
another  year,  when,  for  the  purpose  of  his  wife's  con- 
finement, he  again  went  into  Nottinghamshire^  where 
Pendock  Barry  Neale  was  bom ;  and  that  from  the  time 
<^  his  quitting  Juts  on  the  last-mentioned  occasion,  he 
discontinued  to  live  and  reside,  or  to  describe  himself  as 
living  and  residing  there,  except  that  he  was  in  the  habit 
of  coming  there  occasionally,  for  a  few  weeks  or  months, 
sometimes  with,  and  sometimes  without,  his  family  and 
establishment ;  it  appeared  however,  that  he  had  at  all 
times  two  or  three  servants  at  Juts  on  board  wages,  and 
that  he  was  assessed  to  the  poor-rates,  as  the  occupier  of 
JutSj  from  1778  to  1790,  and  for  some  years  subsequent 
thereto:  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  residence  of 
Pendock  Neale  the  devisee,  from  the  death  of  the  testator 
until  he  attained  twenty-one,  except  that  one  witness 
deposed,  that  she  used  to  see  him  in  the  neighbourhood 
ofthUSf  and  understood  that  he  was  residing  there  with 
Ills  mother. 


1823. 


FiLLlNOHAM 

V, 

Bromley. 


The  Defendant  took  another  exception  to  the  Master's 
further  report,  insisting,  that  the  Master  ought  to  have 
found,  that,  previous  to  the  recovery  being  suffered,  there 
had  been  a  forfeiture  or  forfeitures  of  the  estate  and 
prembes  in  question,  by  not  complying  with  the  terms 
of  the  testator's  will.  On  the  11th  o(  March  1819, 
the  cause  was  heard  before  the  Vice-ChanceUorj  on  the 
two  exceptions,  and  for  furtHer  directions,  when  his 
Honour  ordered,  that  both  the  exceptions  should  be  over- 
ruled, and  declared,  that  the  agreement  ought  to  be 
spedfically  performed,  and  decreed  accordingly. 


«  From  this  order  «the  Defendant  appealed  to  \h^  Lord 
Chancellor^  and  the  cause  now  came  on  upon  the  appeal. 
Vol.  I.  2  O 
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Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Pejpysj  for  the  appellant. 

The  objection  to  the  title  is,  that  before  the  recovery 
was  suffered,  there  was  a  forfeiture  by  non-compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  testator's  will,  and  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  forfeiture,  Pendock  Neale  the  devisee  and 
Pendock  Barry  Neale  could  not  legally  suffer  the  reco- 
very :  the  evidence  makes  out,  that  Pendock  Neale  did 
not  live  and  reside  at  JiUSy  according  to  the  plain  mean- 
ing of  the  testator. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. 

What  construction  do  you  put  upon  the  words  live 
Itnd  reside? 

For  the  appellant. 

The  testator  meant  that  Juts  should  be  the  principal 
residence  of  the  parties  entitled  to  his  estates :  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  say,  that  the  true  construction  of  the  will  is,  that 
they  were  never  to  reside  there  at  allr  the  evidence 
shews,  that  in  1782  Pendock  Neale  discontinued  residing 
at  Juts :  from  that  time  he  held  the  estate  for  profit 
not  (or  residence. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. 

Suppose  he  had  been  a  member  of  parliament,  and 
had  had  a  house  in  London^  would  you  have  said  that  he 
did  not  live  and  reside  at  Jtdts  ?  Assuming  that  there 
was  a  forfeiture  by  the  father^  there  was  the  son  to  make 
the  tenant  to  the  precipe. 

For  the  appellant. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  &ther  lefl  Juts^  for  the  por* 
pose  of  residing  elsewhere,  before  the  birth  of  the  son, 
and  the  forfeiture  must  be  held  to  have  taken  pIace,on  the 
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day  of  his  leaving  Juts  for  that  purpose:  the  estate  then 
went  over  to  the  person,  who,  at  that  time,  was  next  in 
remainder,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  the  recovery 
was  bad,  there  not  having  been  proper  parties  to  it. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  then  adverted  to  the  estate 
of  the  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  but 
be  subsequently  observed,  that,  supposing  such  estate  to 
have  taken  place,  the  fiither  would  have  had  only  an 
equitable  estate  for  life,  and  the  son  having  the  legal 
estate  tail,  they  could  not  suffer  a  recovery. 

For  the  appellant 

If  the  question  admits  of  doubt,  is  the  purchaser  to 
be  left  to  fight  it  with  persons  who  may  claim  under  the 
will? 

Mr.  Hartj  Mr.  WetherelU  Mr.  Skadwell,  and  Mr. 
Willis^  for  the  respondent. 

A  question  of  forfeiture  is  one  strictissimi  juris :  it 
must  be  made  out  most  clearly  that  there  has  been  a 
breach  of  the  directions  contained  in  the  will :  there  is 
no  precise  definition  as  to  what  is  or  is  not  residence : 
looking  at  the  context  of  this  will,  the  intention  was 
merely  to  prevent  the  mansion-house  being  let;  the 
devisee  has  fiilfilled  the  condition  by  not  letting  the 
estate. 
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The  Lord  Chancellor. 

That  will  not  do,  because,  if  the  devisee  had  let  any 
part  of  the  estate^  there  would  have  been  no  forfeiture ; 
the  lease  would  have  been  void  after  his  death,  but,  by 
itself  the  lease  would  not  have  worked  a  forfeiture. 

20  2 
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V. 

Bromlst. 


For  the  respondent 

The  occupation  of  a  house  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  a 
condition  to  live  and  reside  in  it :  supposing  tliere  was 
a  forfeiture,  the  son  took  the  benefit  of  it,  and  he  after* 
wards  joined  in  the  recovery. 

Tlie  Lord  Chakce;.lor. 

There  is  great  difficulty  in  saying  that  a  forfeiture  was 
incurred,  when  the  Court  cannot  see  clearly  what  it  was 
the  testator  meant.  I  cannot  agree  to  the  construction 
of  this  will  which  has  been  contended  for,  that  the  tes- 
tator meant  merely  to  prevent  the  letting  of  the  estate; 
there  are  two  things  which  he  clearly  meant  to  preventy 
one  the  letting,  the  other  the  non-living  and  residing. 
Then  comes  the  question  what  is  living  and  residing : 
occupation  is  not  living  and  residing :  there  are  many 
purposes,  for  which  the  word  inhabitant  has  been  taken 
to  include  persons,  as  inhabitants  of  places  in  which  they 
never  were.  The  question  comes  to  this,  what  it  was 
the  testator  meant,  and  whether,  unless  a  clear  meaning 
can  be  put  upon  the  will,  the  Court  is  to  take  upon 
itself  to  say  that  there  has  been  a  forfeiture. 


Marckii. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  he  was  of  opinion 
the  title  was  good. 

The  decree  was  affirmed. 
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la  the  Matter  of  ELIZABETH  WYKEHAM  Augun  5. 

a  Lunatic. 

TTNDER  the  commission  in  this  matter,  which  was  Where  a  lunatie 

^   issued  on  the  24th  of  September  1822,  the  said  *»■**  been  taken 

Elizabeth  Wykeham  was  found  to  be  of  unsound  mind,    »   .      .  ^^^^ 

and  to  have  been  in  the  same  state  from  the  1st  of  the  commission 

August  lBi9.  .   iwued,  an  order 

was  made  that 
she  should  be 
A   petition   was  now  presented  by  the  committee,  brought  bock  to 

stating,  that  in  the  month  of  Jtdy  1822,  John  Heaver  ^^Uind. 
and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  with  whom  the  lunatic  (who  was 
the  mother  of  Elizabeth  Heaver)  was  then  residing  at 
Brighton^  removed  heir  from  that  place  to  Calais^  for.  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  any  order  that  might  be  made  in 
the  matter,  and  of  preventing  the  due  execution  of  the 
commission ;  and  that,  upon  the  issuing  of  the  commis- 
sion, directions  had  been  given  for  the  lunatic's  being 
brought  back  to  England^  but  that,  notwithstanding 
such  directions.  Heaver  and  wife  detained  the  lunatic  at 
Calais^  under  pretence  that  she  could  not  be  removed 
to  England  without  endangering  her  life :  the  petition 
alleged,  that  this  pretence  was  unfounded,  and  imputed 
improper  motives  to  Heaver  and  wife  in  keeping  the 
lunatic  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  it  prayed,  that  direc* 
tions  might  be  given  for  her  being  brought  back  to 
England. 

The  allegations  of  the  petition  were  supported  by  affi- 
davits ;  and  a  counter  affidavit  was  filed  on  the  part  of 
Heaver  and  wife,  stating,  that  the  incapacity  of  the 
lunatic  arose  from  a  paralytic  affection,  and  that  she 
retained  her  faculties,  and  was  capable  of  understanding 
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182S.  what  passed ;  that  she  was  residing  at  Calais  according 

I   th   M  tt      f  ^  ^^^^  ^^"  ^'^^  ^^^  desire,  and  not  under  any  coercion, 
Elizabeth       and  that  she  had  every  comfort  and  protection  necessary 

to  her  infirmities ;  that  she  had  expressed  a  disinclin- 
ation to  return  to  England^  and  that  removing  her  from 
Calais,  contrary  to  her  wishes,  might  produce  dangerous 
consequences. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  the  following  order 
was  made  by  the  Ijord  Chancellor :  —  "I  do  think  fit, 
and  hereby  order,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  sitting 
Master  during  the  vacation,  to  appoint  a  proper  person, 
at  the  expense  of  the  said  Elizabeth  fVykeham's  estate,  to 
repair  to  the  place  where  the  said  Elizabeth  Wykeham 
now  is ;  and  in  case  such  person  shall  be  satisfied,  upon 
such  deliberate  enquiry  as  he  may  think  proper  to  make, 
ihat  the  said  Elizabeth  WyJcettam  may  be  brought  to 
England,  without  danger  or  injury  to  her  health,  I  do 
hereby  further  order,  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Wyk^amh^ 
delivered  by  John  Heaver  and  Elizabeth  his  wife  to  the 
person  so  to  be  appointed,  in  order  to  her  being  brought 
to  England,  unless  the  said  John  Heaver  and  Elizabetk 
his  wife  do,  upon  the  request  of  such  person,  forthwith 
bring  the  said  Elizabeth  Wykeham  to  England :  and  in 
case,  after  service  of  my  order  on  John  Heaver  and  JEb- 
zabeth  his  wife,  the  same  shall  not  be  complied  with,  I 
do  hereby  further  order,  that  notice  of  such  non*conH 
pliance  be  communicated  to  the  said  Master,  by  the 
person  so  to  be  appointed  as  aforesaid :  and  in  case  he 
shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  said  Elizabeth  WykduMm  can- 
not safely  be  brought  to  England,  let  due  notice  therecrf* 
be  also  oemmunicated  to  the  said  Master/' 

The  Attomey^General  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Hart  against  \U 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 

t.  A  creditor  who  makes  out  Siprimd 
/adie  case  of  misconduct  in  trus- 
tees, is  entitled  to  a  decree  that 
they  shall  account  for  whaterer 
they  might  have  received  without 
their  wilful  default  or  neglect; 
though,  in  a  prior  suit  instituted 
by  another  creditor  and  conducted 
without  collusion,  a  common  de- 
cree for  an  account  has  been  pre<- 

'  viously  made  against  them.  Shep' 
herd  v.  Tonogood.  Page  S97 

2.  If  an  agent  does  not  render  his 
accounts  within  a  reasonable  time^ 
he  must  bear  the  costs  of  a  suit 
instituted  to  have  tlie  accounts 
taken ;  and  it  will  not  be  any  ex- 
cuse for  him,  that  he  offered  to 
pay  on  account  a  gross  sum,  which, 
it  turns  out,  would  have  covered 
all  that  was  due  from  him.  Collier 
V.  Dudley.  421 

3.  Where  a  decree  ordered,  that,  in 
taking  the  accounts  of  a  mortgagee 
in  possession,  annual  rests  should 


be  made,  and  that  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  premises,  as  often  as 
they  exceeded  the  interest  accrued 
due  on  the  debt,  should  be  applied 
in  reduction  of  the  principal;  a 
rest  ought  to  be  made  at  the  date 
of  the  receipt  by  the  mortgagee 
of  a  sum  exceeding  the  interest, 
though  occurring  in  the  interval 
between  the  annual  rests.  Bin^ 
nington  v.  Harwoodm       Page  477 

ACCUMULATION. 

1.  The  plaintiff's  father,  upon  the 
marriage  of  his  daughters,  demises 
an  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trusts 
for  raising  certain  sums,  which  are 
settled  upon  the  daoghters  and 
their  children;  and  by  his  will, 
after  charging  the  estate  with 
other  sums  to  be  settled  upon  the 
same  trusts,  with  portions  for  sons, 
and  with  a  further  sum  in  dis- 
charge of  a  mortgage  of  another 
estate,  devises  it  to  other  trustees, 
upon  trust  from  time  to  time  to 
20  4 
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receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
to  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase 
of  stock,  so  as  to  accumulate  and 
form  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  the 
aforesaid  charges ;  **  and  after  the 
same  should  have  been  raised  and 
paid,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  net 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  unto  or 
for  the  benefit  of  such  person  of 
his  own  name,  blood  and  family, 
as  for  the  time  being  should  suc- 
ceed to  and  be  invested  with  his 
title  and  dignity  of  a  baronet,  to 
the  end  that  his  said  estate  might 
be  continued  in  his  name,  blood, 
and  family,  and  be  enjoyed  and  go 
along  widi  his  title,  so  long  as  the 
rules  of  law  and  equity  would 
permit ;  but  if  upon  failure  of  issue 
male  of  his  body  there  should  not 
be  any  person  who  should  be  en- 
titled to  enjoy  his  title,  upon  trust 
to  stand  seised  of  the  estate,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  person  or  per- 
sons who  should  be  his  right  heir  or 
heirs  at  law,  and  to  convey  and  as- 
sure the  same  accordingly ;"  Held, 
that  the  trust  for  accumulation 
was  good,  ismd  that  the  piain- 
tiff«  the  succeeding  baronet,  took 
a  vested  estate  for  life*  Bacon  v. 
Proctor.  ^    Page  SI 

2.  A  testator  gives  a  sum  of  stock  to 
trustees,  which  they  are  to  stand 
possessed  of  upon  trust  for  D.  G. 
until  he  shall  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years,  and  are  to  trans- 
fer to  him  when  they  in  their  dis- 
cretion shall  think  proper;  he 
likewise  directs,  that,  if  D.  G,  dies 
without  lawful  issue  before    rc- 


I  ceiving  the  bequest,  the  stock 
shall  sink  into  the  residue  of  his 
the  testator's  estate ;  and  he  be- 
queaths the  residue  to  W.  F.: 
while  D*  G*  is  under  twenty-five 
years  of  age,  and  has  not  had  the 
-  stock  transferred  to  him,  neither 
he  nor  W*  F*  is  entitled  to  receive 
the  accruing  dividends ;  but  these 
dividends  must  accumulate,  to  ac- 
company the  capit^  in  its  final 
destination.  Gordon  v.  Ruther' 
ford.  F^ge  d7S 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

Injunction  to  restrain  the  breach 
of  a  covenant,  that  buildings  ifaali 

.  be  erected  upon  a  general  plan, 
refused:  the  covenantee  having 
acquiesced  in  a  partial  deviation 
from  the  plan,  and  not  having 
made  immediate  application  to  the 
Court. 

A  landlord  who  relaxes,  iiTlfa- 
vour  of  some  of  his  tenants,  a  cove- 
nant entered  into  for  the  benefit 
of  all,  is  not  entitled  to  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  odier 
tenants  from  infringing  that  co- 
venant. Ropery.  JViiliams.        18 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

A  writ  ne  exeat  regno  against  a 
feme  covert  adkninistratriz  cannot 
be  sustained.    Pannell  ▼.  Tayler. 

96 

a6ent. 

A  solicitor  cannot  obtain  the  tax- 
ation of  his  agent's  bill  without 
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bringing  the  amount  into  Court. 
Ostk  V.  Christian^  Page  324 

See  Account,  2. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Frauds  (Statute  of)  I. 

ALIMONY. 
See  Ne  Exeat  Regko,  2. 

AMENDMENT. 

Where  a  bill  is  amended  after 
answer,  but  no  subpoena  is  served 
to  answer  the  amended  bill*  the 
amendments  go  for  nothing.  Cooke 
y.  Davies.  310 

See  Dismissal  of  Bills. 
Plea. 

ANSWER. 

1.  If  a  bill  and  cross  bill  be  filed>  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  bill  has  a 
right  to  the  first  answer,  and  may 
move  to  stay  proceedings  in  the 
cross  cause  till  the  original  bill  is 
answered,  though  the  plaintiff  in 
the  cross  bill  may  be  in  a  situation 
to  enforce  an  answer  first. 

The  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
original  bill  to  make  the  motion, 
was  held  not  to  have  been  waived, 
by  his  having  taken  out  the  com- 
mon orders  for  time  to  answer 
the  cross  bill.     Harris  v.  Harris, 

166 

2.  A  defendant  who  has  put  in  three 
insufficient  answers,  and  is  in  cus- 
tody for  want  of  a  fourth,  is  en- 
titled to  his  discharge  immediately 
on  filing  the  fourth. 


After  a  fourth  answer  reported 
insufficient,  it  is  a  motion  of 
course,  that  the  defendant  shall 
be  examined  upon  interrogatories 
and  stand  committed. 

The  interrogatories  are  to  be 
settled  by  the  Master,  and  must  go 
directly  to  the  points  to  which 
the  exceptions  are  sustained. 

The  defendant,  instead  of  put- 
ting in  a  written  examination  to 
the  interrogatories,  is  to  be  ex- 
amined  personally  upon  them  by 
the  Master.  Farquharson  v.  Bal^ 
four.  Page  184 

8.  Exceptiona  to  the  Master's  re* 
port  of  the  insufficiency  of  a  fourth 
answer,  ordered  to  be  heard  imme- 
diately, upon  the  terms  of  the  de- 
fendant's rendering  himself  ame- 
nable to  process.  189 

4.  Sufficiency  of  a  fourth  answer  to 
be  decided  upon,  not  by  looking 
at  the  fourth  answer  only,  but  by 
looking  at  it,  connected  and  taken 

'  with  the  three  pfbceding  answers. 

189 

5.  Mode  of  conducting  the  personal 
examination  of  a  defendant  upon 
interrogatories  after  a  fourth  in- 
sufficient answer.  200 

6.  The  defendant  is  not  to  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody,  upon  the 
the  Master's  report  of  the  suffi- 
ciency of  his  examination,  till  the 
plaintiff  has  seen  the  examination. 

fl02 

7.  The  object  of  the  Court,  in  di- 
recting the  defendant  to  be  ex- 
amined upon  interrogatories  is, 
that)  upon  that  examination,  he 
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shall  not  be  liberated  out  oC  cus- 
tody, till  he  has  given  a  sufficient 
answer,  not  only  to  the  questions 
contained  in  tlie  bill,  to  which  he 
has  not  before  answered*  but  to 
every  question,  which  the  Master 
thinks  may  fairly  arise  out  of  the 
matter  which  may  be  contained 
in  the  answers  to  those  questions, 
. .  without  putting  the  plaintiff  to 
.  the  trouble  of  amending  his  bill. 

Page  202 
8.  The  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  no- 
.  tice  of  the  defendant's  examina- 
tion* 
ik  SembUf  The  proper  mode  of  dis- 
cussing the  insufficiency  of  the 
.  defendant's  examination  is,  upon 
.  the  old  exceptions,  with  respect 
to  any  of  the  original  interroga- 
tories in  the  bill  remaining  unan- 
.  swered,  and  upon  new  exceptions, 
with  respect  to  any  new  questions 
which  the  Master  may  have  intro- 
duced in  settling  the  interroga- 
tories.    The  insufficiency  of  the 
examination  permitted  to  be  shown 
,  as  cause  against  the  defendant's 
,  discharge.    Farqukarson  t?.  Bal- 
Jb^r.  203 

10.  After  a  demurrer  overruled,  an 
.  order  for  time  to  answer  merely, 
•  can  be  obtained  only  by  special 

application.     Trim  v.  Baker.   253 

11.  Where  a  demurrer  is  overruled, 
the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  its 
being  overruled,  may  move  for 
time  to  answer.     Trim  v.  Baker* 

254. 

12.  After  a  plea  overruled,  an  order 
for  time  to  answer,  obtained  as  of 


course,  is  irregular.    Ferrand  v. 
Pdham.  Pa^404 

APPEAL. 

Where  a  limited  tribunal  takes 
upon  itself  to  exercise  a  jurisdic- 
tion which  does  not  belong  to  it, 
its  decision  amounts  to  nothing; 
and  does  not  create  any  necessity 
for  an  appeal.  Attomey^Gentral 
V.  Lord  Hotham.  219 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Power. 

ARMY  (Commission  in). 

1.  An  officer  in  the  army  cannot 
pledge  or  mortgage  his  commis- 
sion.    Cottyer  v.  FaUon.  459 

2.  An  officer  deposited  his  commission 
as  a  security  for  a  loan  of  money, 
and  further  covenanted  with  the 
depositary  B.  to  sell  the  commis- 
sion, and  to  repay  the  loan  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  a  sale 
having  been  effected  subsequently, 
and  the  regulation  price  haring 
been  paid  to  the  retiring  officer's 
agents,  he  transmitted  to  them  a 
written  order^  directing  them  to 
discharge,  out  of  the  money  in 
their  hands,  certain  specified  debts 
due  from  him  to  certain  specified 
individuals,  which  individuals  had 
no  notice  of  his  contract  with  B. : 
Held,  that  these  creditors  were 
entitled  to  a  priority  over  B.  Ibid. 

3.  After  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
the  officer  took  the  benefit  of  the 
insolvent  debtors*  act :  Held,  that 
B.  had  not  any  title,  preferable  to 
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that  of  the  general  body  of  the 
insolvent's  creditors^  to  the  sur- 
plus which  remained  after  the 
debts  specified  in  the  written  order 
were  satisfied.  Page  459 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Practice,  2.  5. 17.  24. 

AWARD. 

1.  The  jurisdiction  to  give  effect  to 
an  award,  confirmed  by  the  decree 
of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  a  cha- 
rityi  is  doubtful :  but  the  renewal 
of  a  lease  upon  the  terms  of  the 
award,  having  been  twice  directed 
by  the  Court,  was  again  enforced. 
AUomeyGeneral  v.  Clements.  158 

2.  Where  accounts  between  trustee 
and  cestuisque  trust  are  referred 
to  arbitration,  and  the  award  is 
made  a  rule  of  a  court  of  law  un- 
der the  Stat.  9  &  10  fT.  3.,  though 
there  be  fraudulent  misrepresent- 
ation by  tlie  trustee  to  the  arbi- 
trators as  to  particular  items  of 
the  account,  a  bill  cannot  be 
maintained  by  the  cestuisque  trust 
after  the  time  limited  by  the  sta- 
tute has  elapsed,  to  set  aside  the . 
award  as  to  the  items  impeached, 
leaving  it  to  stand  as  to  the  re- 
maining items,  the  award  upon 
the  face  of  it  being  entire.  Au^ 
riol  V.  Smith.  121 

3-  Where  there  is  a  palpable  objec- 
tion upon  the  face  of  an  award,  the 
Court  may  refuse  to  enforce  it,  but 
cannot  set  it  aside,  after  the  time 
limited  by  the  statute  has  elapsed. 
Auriol  v.  Smith.  125 


4.  Semble,  The  juriadiction  in  mat- 
ters of  award,  referred  under  the 
statute  9  &  10  W.  3.,  is  altogether 
transferred  to  the  Court  of  which 
the  submission  ia  made  a  rule :  and 
awards  of  that  nature  must  be  re*^ 
gulated  by  the  statute  with  respect 
to  the  period  within  which  appli- 
cation must  be  made  to  set  them 
aside.  A  case  of  fraud  does  not 
(institute  an  exception.  Auriol 
V.  Smith.  Page  126 

5.  Where  a  party  applies  to  set 
aside  an  award  on  the  ground  of 
newly  discovered  fraud,  he  is 
bound  to  shew  that  it  is  a  new 
discovery,  and  that  he  could  not 
with  due  diligence  have  made  the 
discovery  before.  127 

6.  An  award  may  be  good  in  part, 
and  bad  in  part,  where  the  subject 
is  clearly  capable  of  being  sepa- 
rated :  but  not  where  all  the  mat- 
ters are  within  the  submission,  and 
the  a%vard  is  upon  the  face  of  it 
entire.  128 


BARON  AND  FEME. 

1.  Ferae  sole  makes  a  mortgage  of 
a  leasehold  for  years,  and  after- 
wards marries;  the  mortgage  is 
then  transferred,  and  the  husband 
joins  in  the  transfer,  and  cove- 
nants to  pay  the  money.  During 
the  coverture,  the  husband  by 
gradual  payments  out  of  his 
own  property  reduces  the  money 
due  upon  the  mortgage;  by  his 
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.  will  he  makes  a  disposition  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  and  dies  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  wife ;  upon  a 
bill  by  the  wife,  who  claimed  to 
be  entitled  by  survivorshipi  to  re- 
deem the  mortgage,  the  redemp- 
tion was  decreed  upon  the  terms, 
that  the  husband's  estate  should 
stand  in  the  place  of  the  mort- 
gagee, for^the  sums  paid  by  him 
out  of  his  own  property,  in  reduc- 
tion of  tlie  mortgage  debt.  l^Ut 
V.  Pitt.  Page  180 

2.  A  legacy  given  to  a .  married 
woman  **  for  her  own  use  and  at 
her  own  disposal"  vests  in  her 
as  separate  estate.  Prichard  v. 
jimes.  222 

3*  The  Court  refused  to  take  the 
consent  of  a  married  woman  to 
give  up  her  reversionary  interest, 
in  part  vested  and  in  part  contin- 
gent, in  a  fund  in  Court,  in  favour 
of  a  purchaser  from  her  husband. 
Wade  V.  Saunders.  306 

BOND. 

1.  Where  two  persons  execute  a 
bondy  the  one  as  principal  the 
other  as  surety,  and  no  other 
assurance  is  executed  at  the  time, 
the  surety  paying  the  bond  debt 
is  only  a  simple  contract  creditor 
of  the  principal  debtor.  Copis  v. 
Middletan.  224 

2.  Where  a  bond  is  given  by  princi- 
pal and  surety,  ana  at  the  same 
time  a  mortgage  is  made  for  se- 
curing the  debt,  the  surety,  if  he 
pays  the  bond,  has  a  right  to  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee. 

231 


A.  and  B.  entered  into  a  joint 
and  several  bond  for  securing  a 
sum  of  money  advanced  to  A.  by 
his  bankers.  After  the  execution 
of  the  bond,  and  before  it  became 
due,  A.  paid  money  to  the  bank- 
ers, and  he  continaed  to  draw 
upon  them  until  his  banking  ac- 
count was  overdrawn.  Some 
years  afterwards  an  account  was 
settled  between  A.  and  the  bank- 
ers in  which  the  whole  money  se- 
cured by  the  bond  was  treated  as 
remaining  due  from  A.  The 
bankers  then  took  a  warrant  of 
attorney  from  A»  for  securing 
payment  of  the  balance  found 
due  upon  the  settlement,  by  in- 
stalments at  distant  periods.  Se- 
veral of  the  instalments  were  paid, 
but  A.  became  bankrupt  before 
the  whole  debt  was  liquidated. 
It  being  proved  that  B.  was  privy 
to  the  settlement  of  accounts  be- 
tween A,  and  the  bankers,  and  to 
the  arrangement  respecting  the 
warrant  of  attorney :  Held»  first 
that  B'  was  not  discharged  by  the 
time  given  to  A.^  and  secondly* 
that  the  bond  was  not  discharged 
by  the  course  of  payment,  the 
money  paid  by  A»  to  the  bankers 
being  applicable  to  the  banking 
account,  and  the  bankers  being 
entitled  to  hold  the  bond  and 
warrant  of  attorney  as  distinct 

securities. 

Upon  the  occasion  of  the  bond 
being  executed,  the  title  deeds  of 
an  estate  purchased  by  A*  were 
deposited  with  B.  as  an  indemnity 
against  his  liability  upon  the  bond; 
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eke  legal  interest  in  the  ettftte  was 
likewise  conveyed  to  B.f  and  it 
was  agreed  that  he  should  also 
hold  k  as  an  indemnity.  After 
the  death  of  B.  his  executor  de- 
livered up  the  title  deeds  to  .^., 
upon  a  false  representation  by  him 
that  the  bond  had  been  paid.  off. 
Heldy  that  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  could  not  be  com- 
pelled until  the  indemnity  was 
worked  out,  and  that  the  lien 
upon  the  title  deeds  remained. 
T^san  V.  Cox.  Page  395 

BUILDING  PLAN. 
See  iNJUKCTioXy  1,  2. 


CHARITY. 

1.  The  jurisdiction  to  give  effect  to 
an  award  y  confirmed  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  a 
charity,  is  doubtful  ^  but  the  re- 
newal of  a  lease,  upon  the  terms 
of  the  award,  having  been  twice 
directed  by  the  Court,  was  again 
enforced.  Attorney-General  v. 
dements.  58 

2.  Upon  an  information  to  set  aside 
a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  of 
charity  lands,  the  defendants  the 
lessees  s^t  up  a  title  adverse  to 
the  lease:  upon  the  merits  it  was 
held,  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  the  defence;  but  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  that  if  the  merits 
had  been  otherwise,  the  defend- 
ants were  estopped,    and  could 


not  dispute  the  title  while  they 
retained  the  possession : 

SembUf  The  lessees  ought  not 
to  have  been  permitted  to  enter 
into  evidence,  upon  the  principle 
that  the  plea  of  nil  habuit  in  tene* 
meniiscould  not  have  been  pleaded 
at  law. 

A  mere  husbandry  lease  of  cha- 
rity laads  for  ninety-nine  years  «t 
an  uniform  rent  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. AUomey  General  v.  Laird 
Hotkam.  Page  209 

S.  Testator,  after  bequeathing  to  A. 
and  B.  legacies  of  stock  unequal 
in  amount,  and  giving  several 
legacies  to  public  charities,  re- 
quests the  said  A*  and  i?.  to  be 
his  executors,  and  gives  to  them 
as  such  100  guineas  each.  He 
then  orders  his  books,  jewels, 
plate,  and  furniture  to  be  sold, 
and  after  desiring  mourning  to  be 
provided  for  his  servants,  and  five 
guineas  each  to  be  given  to  several 
persons  named  in  the  will  and  to 
his  two  executors  for.  a  ring  as  a 
token  of  remembrance,  concludes 
his  will  in  the  following  manner : 
**  In  case  there  is  any  money  re- 
maining, I  should  wish  it  to  be 
given  in  private  charity  : "  Held, 
That  private  charity  was  an  ob- 
ject too  indefinite  to  give  the 
crown  jurisdiction,  or  to  enable 
the  Court  to  execute  the  trust. 
Ommanneif  v.  Butcher.  260 

i.  Where  there  is  a  general  inde- 
finite charitable  purpose,  not  fix- 
ing itself  upon  any  particular  ob- 
ject, the  disposition  is  in  the  king 
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by  the  sign  manualy  but  when  the 
gift  is  to  trustees,  with  general 
or  some  objects  pointed  out,  the 
Court  will  take  upon  itself  the 
execution  of  the  trust.    Page  270 

5.  If  a  particular  object,  as  the 
erection  of  a  school,  or  even  a 
general  object,  provided  it  can 

.  be  seen  what  the  purpose  is,  is 
pointed  out,  the  Court  will  exe- 
cute the  trust,  although  the  ob- 
ject pointed  out  may  fail. 

Cases  in  which  the  Court  has 
interfered  upon  the  ground  of 
trust,  distinguished  from  those  in 
which  a  direct  charity  has  been 

.  pointed  out.  271 

6.  Where,  in  a  charity-information, 
the  relators  are  allowed  their  costs 
of  proceeding  which  the  Attor- 
ney-General has  attended  sepa- 
rately by  his  own  solicitor^  with- 
out an  order  of  the  Court  for  so 
doing,  the  Attorney-General  will 
not  be  allowed  his  separate  costs. 
Attomey^General  v.  Dove.       328 

7.  A  testator,  after  giving  a  legacy 
in  trust  for  a  charitable  purpose, 
says,  *'  As  money  is  of  more  un- 
certain value  than  land,  I  do  also 
give  them  (the  trusted)  power  to 
make  such  purchase  as  they  shall 
think  best  for  perpetuating  the 
gift:"  —  Held,  that  these  words 
do  not  bring  the  legacy  within  the 
mortnunn  act. 

A  testatrix  gives  a  legacy  in 
trust  for  the  minister  of  a  chapel, 
bnt  directs  that,  upon  a  spedfied 
contingency,  the  lega<^  is  to  go  to 
the  trustees  of  a  certain  college ; 


the  interest  is  paid  durii^  many 
years  to  the  minister  of  the  cha- 
pel: Held,  that  the  charity  for 
the  chapel  may  be  established 
upon  a  bill  and  information  to 
which  the  trustees  of  the  college 
are  not  parties.  AUomey^Cremeral 
V.  Goddard.  Page  348 

CHILDREN. 

Illegitimate  children  not  entitled 
under  the  description  of  children, 
the  intention  not  being  sufficiently 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the 
will. 

Legacy  in  trust  forthechSdrenof 
A*9  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them  with  benefit  of  survivorship, 
and  a  provision  for  maintenance 
out  of  the  interest,  A*  having  no 
children  at  the  death  of  the 
testator:  Held,  that  after-bom 
children  would  take,  and  that  the 
interest  till  the  birth  of  a  c^iild 
fell  inta  the  residue.  Harris  v. 
Uoi^d.  310 

COLLIERY. 
See  Practice,  S. 

CONSENT. 
See  Baron  and  Feme,  S. 

CONTEMPT. 

The  ordinary  rule  of  the  Court  in 
cases  of  contempt  is,  that  there 
shall  be  a  personal  examinatioa  of 
the  party. 

The  defendant  may  be  attended 
by  Counsel  upon  his  examination 
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brfore  the  Master* 
V.  Balfour. 

See  Answek,  2—9. 


JFaf^knTSon 
Page  197 


CONTRIBUTION. 
Where  sureties  are  bound  by  differ- 
ent instruments  for  equal  portions 
of  a  debt  due  from  the  same  prin- 
cipal, and  the  suretyship  of  each 
is  a  separate  and  distinct  transac- 
tion, there  is  no  right  of  contribu- 
tion between  them.  Coope  ▼• 
Ttvynam*  426 

CONVERSION. 

The  creditors  of  a  vendor  cannot 
insist  that  an  estate  contracted  to 
be  sold  has  been  converted  into 
personal  assets,  unless  the  title  be 
such,  that  the  Court  will  compel  a 
purchaser  to  take  it.  Johnson  v. 
Legard.  281 

CO-PLAINTIFFS. 
See  Pleading,  2,  S. 

COSTS. 

1.  Solicitor's  lien  is  superseded  by 
taking  a  security.  Bakh  v.  Symes. 

92 

2.  A  solicitor's  bill  having  been 
partly  taxed,  and  paid,  an  order, 
obtained  as  of  course,  referring 
the  bill  generally  for  taxation,  was 
discharged  with  costs. 

Where  a  party  has  a  pressing 
necessity  for  papers  in  the  hands 
of  his  solicitor,  the  Court  will  order 
them  to  be  delivered  up  upon  a 
deposit  being  made  sufficient  to 
cover  the  amount  of  the  solicitor's 
bill  and  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 


Semble^  An  order  directing  the 
costs  of  the  suit  to  be  taxed  war- 
rants a  taxation  up  to  the  time  of 
the  Master's  making  his  report. 

The  conduct  of  the  solicitor 
cannot  be  adduced  in  support  of 
such  an  order,  and  the  costs  of 
affidavits  upon  that  subject  were 
ordered  to  be  paid  as  between 
solicitor  and  client.  Chdton  v. 
Pardon.  Fage  801  *4 

S.  The  costs  of  the  Committee  of  a 
lunatic  trustee,  conve3ring  under 
the  statute,  must  be  paid  by  the 
cesiuique  trust. 

The  estate  being  vested  in  the 
lunatic  upon  trusts  for  securing  an 
annuity,  and  subject  thereto  upon' 
trust  for  the  grantor  of  the  annuity, 
the  grantee  and  the  assignees  of 
the  grantor  of  the  annuity  were 
ordered  to  defray  equally  the 
Committee's  costs  of  an  applica- 
tion by  them  for  a  reconveyance 
of  the  estate.    Ex  parte  Pearse. 

325 

4.  Where,  in  a  charity-information, 
the  relators  are  allowed  their  costs 
of  proceedings  which  the  Attor- 
ney-Greneral  has  attended  sepa- 
rately by  his  own  solicitor,  without 
an  order  of  the  Court  for  so  doing, 
the  Attorney-General  will  not  be 
allowed  his  separate  costs.  Attor- 
ney-General V.  Dove.  328 

5.  A  party,  who  is  served  with  a  pe- 
tition, but  who  has  no  interest  in 
the  order  to  be  made  upon  it,  is 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  appear- 
ing on  the  hearing  of  that  petition. 
Garey  v.  Whittingham.  405 

6.  A  bill  of  costs,  where  the  amount 
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of  it  has  been  settled  between  the 
solicitor  and  clieQt>  and  part  of  it 

'  has  been  paid  and  security  given 
for  the  remainder,  will  not  be  or- 
dered to  be  taxed,  merely  because 
it  contains  charges  which  would 
be  disallowed  on  taxation. 

Sembht  An  order  obtained  as  of 
course,  or  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of 
costs,  which  has  been  settled  and 
paid,  will  not  be  discharged  for 
mere  irregularity,  without  any  dis« 
cussion  or  the  merits,  if  the  peti- 
tion, seeking  to  discharge  that 
order,  enters  into  the  merits  of  the 
case.     Qretttm  v.  Leybume.  . 

Page  407 

7.  If  an  agent  does  not  render  his ' 
accounts  within  a  reasonable  time, 
he  must  bear  the  costs  of  a  suit 
instituted  to  have  the  accounts 
taken;  and- it  will  not  be  any  ex- 
cuse for  him,  that  he  offered  to 
pay  on  account  a  gross  sum,  which, 
it  turns  out,  would  have  covered 
all  that  was  due  from  him.  Collider 
V.  Dudley.  421 

An  equity  of  redemption,  bebg 
subject  to  a  trust  for  sale,  the  mort- 
gagee, with  some  of  the  cesiuuque 
irtuU  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
filed  a  bill  for  the  sale  of  the  pre- 
mises, alleging  that  the  whole  of 
his  principal,  with  an  arrear  of 
interest,  was  due  to  him,  and  sup- 
-  pressing  the  fact,  that  he  had  been 
for  several  years  in  possession; 
the  result  of  the  account  was,  that 
nothmg  was  due  on  the  mortgage 
when  the  bill  was  filed;  Held, 
that  the  mortgagee  must  pay  to 
the  defendants  the  costs  of  so 


much  of  the  suit  as  related  to  the 
mortgage,  and  the  accounts  and 
enquiries  concerning  it.  Binning* 
ton  v.  Hartoood.  Page  477 

COUNSEL. 

See  Akswxr,  2. 
Contempt. 

COURT  ROLLS. 
See  Evidence,  4. 

COVENANT. 

1.  The  representative  of  a  deceased 
partner,  the  account  between  him 
and  the  partnership  being  at  the 
time  unsettled,  agrees  with  the 
surviving  partners  to  assign  to 
them  all  his  interest  in  the  con- 
cern, upon  being  paid  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  and  having  an  in- 
demnity against  all  claims  upon 
the  partnership ;  the  assignment  is 
executed,  the  money  paid„  and  a 
joint  covenant  of  indemnity^iven 
by  the  surviving  partners :  Held, 
that  the  covenant  is  not  to  be 
considered  in  equity  as  a  j<NBt 
and  several  covenant.  Sumner  v. 
Ptnoell.  423 

2.  Tenant  of  a  lunatic's  estate  re- 
lieved against  an  ejectment  fomided 
on  a  forfeiture  by  breach  of  cove- 
nant to  repair.  Exparie  Faugkan. 

434 
See  Injunction,  1. 

CROSS  BILL. 
See  Answxr,    1. 
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DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

Where  real  estates  are 'devised  in 
trust  for  the  payment  of  debts,  in 
aid  of  the  personal  estate,  the 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  run 
in  equity  after  the  death  of  the 
testator.    Hughes  v.  Wynne. 

Page  907 

See  Account,  1. 

CoNVBRSIdK,  1. 

Specific  Pbr?ormance,  1. 

DECREE. 

1.  Where  the  enrolment  of  a  de- 
cree is  gained  by  surprise,  the 
Court  will  vacate  it.  Stevens  ▼. 
Guppy.  178 

2.  A  creditor,  who  makes  out  a 
primd/acie  case  of  misconduct  in 
trustees,  is  entitled  to  a  decree 
that  they  shall  account  for  what- 
ever they  might  have  received 
without  their  wilful  default  or 
neglect;  though,  in  a  prior  suit 
instituted  by  another  creditor,  and 
conducted  without  collusion,  a 
common  decree  for  an  account 
has  been  previously  made  against 
them.     Shepherd  v.  TowgooJ. 

397 


DEED. 

1.  Bill  to  rectify  a  conveyance, 
alleged  to  have  passed  by  mistake 
more  than  was  included  in  a  pre- 
vious agreement,  dismissed;  the 
conveyance  reciting  a  more  ex- 
tended agreement,  the  parties  be- 
ing dead,  the  agent  of  the  grantor 
having  acknowledged  the  extended 
agreement,  and  the  agent  of  the 
grantee,  who  could  have  given  a 
Vol.  I. 


personal  account  of  the  transac- 
tion, not  having  been  examined 
by  the  plaintiff. 

A  conveyance  which  passes  too 
much  may  be  rectified^  and  the 
excess  deducted. 

SemUef  An  issue  may  be  di- 
rected with  a  view  to  correcting 
a  mistake  in  a  deed.  Beaumont  v. 
Bramley,  Page  41 

2.  Where  a  deed  affects  by  its  re- 
cital to  carry  an  agreement  into 
execution,  and  goes  beyond  the 
agreement,  the  Courtwill  rectify. 

52 

3«  Reason  for  using  caution  in  cut- 
ting down  the  effect  of  a  convey- 
ance. 54 

See  LitN,  2. 
Surety,  4, 

DEMURRER. 
1  •  An  estate  being  in  lease.  A*  enters 
and  receives  the  rents  during  the 
continuance  of  the  lease,  and  after- 
wards continues  in  possession,  up 
to  a  period  more  than  twenty 
years  distant  from  the  time  of  his 
entry.  Within  twenty  years  after 
the  expiration  of  the  lease,  B* 
briftgs  ap  ejectment,  and  files  a 
bill  for  discovery ;  though  the 
ejectment  might  be  maintained  at 
law,  a  demurrer  to  the  discovery 
is  good.    Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton. 

107 

2.  Where  a  bill  is    filed    to   stay 

waste,  and  a  demurrer  is  put  in, 

the  Court  will  hear  the  demurrer 

immediately.     Const  v.  Harris. 

514 
See  Answer,  10, 11. 
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DESCENDANTS. 

The  word  'Mescendants^'  is  capable 
of  such  a  construction  as  to  show 
who  fall  within  the  class  which 
that  word  describes.  Wright  v. 
jiiki/ns.  '         Page  162 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Demurrbri  1. 

DISMISSAL  OF  BILL. 

h  Wliere  a  plaintiff  amended  his 
bill  after  answer,  but  did  not  serve 
a  subpoena  to  answer  the  aniend- 
inenty  or  file  a  replication  to  the 
answer,  an  order  obtained  as  of 
course  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want 
a£  prosecution,  after  three  terms 
from  the  filing  of  the  answer,  but 
within  three  terms  from  the  date 
of  the  amendments!  was  held  to 
be  regular,  though  the  defendant 
had  obtained  an  order  that  the 
plaintiff  should  amend  his  bill 
within  a  limited  time,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  amended  accordingly, 
and  had  also  amended  the  defend- 
ant's office  copy  of  the  bill.  Cooke 
V.  Davies,  309 

2.  Where  a  cause  was  not  proceeded 
in  for  three  clear  terms  after  an- 
swer, the  common  order  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion, obtained  by  the  defendant  in 
the  vacation  after  the  third  term, 
was  held  to  be  regular.  Farqu* 
harson  v.  Seton.  378 


ENROLMENT. 
See  Decree,  1. 

ESTATE. 

1.  Equitable  tenant  in  uil  aliens  in 
fee  by  way  of  mortgage;  a  good 
equitable  recovery  may  be  suf- 
fered of  the  secondary  equitable 
estate,  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  mortgagee.  NouaiUe  v. 
Greenwood.  Page  26 

2.  The  plaintiff's  father,  upon  the 
marriage  of  his  daughters,  demises 
an  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trusts 
for  raising  certain  sums,  which  are 
settled  upon  the  daughters  and 
their  children;  and  by  his  will, 
after    charging    the   estate  with 
other  sums  to  be  settled  upon  the 
same  trusts,  with  portions  for  sons, 
and  with  a  further  sum  in  dis- 
charge of  a  mortgage  of  another 
estate,  devises  it  to  other  trustees, 
upon  trust  from  time  to  time  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
to  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase 
of  stock,  so  as  to  accumulate  and 
form  a  fund  for  the  payment  of 
the  aforesaid  charges;  "  and  af^er 
the  same  should  have  been  raised 
and  paid,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
net  rents,  issues,  and  profiu,  unto 
or  for  the  benefit  of  such  person 
of  his  own  name,  blood,  and  family, 
as  for  the  time  being  should  suc- 
ceed to  and  be  invested  with  his 
title  and  dignity  of  a  baronet,  to 
the  end  that  his  said  estate  might 
be  continued  in  his  name,  blood, 
and  family,  and  be  enjoyed  and  go 
along  with  his  title,  so  long  as  the 
rules  of  law  and  equity  would  per* 
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mit ;  but  if,  upon  failure  of  issue 
male  of  his  body,  there  should  not 
be  any  person  who  should  be  en- 
titled to  enjoy  his  title,  upon  trust 
to  stand  seised  of  the  estate,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  person  or  per- 

.  sons  who  should  be  his  right  heir 
or  heirs  at  law,  and  to  convey  and 
assure   the    same   accordingly:" 

•  Held,  -that  the  trust  for  accumula- 
tion was  good,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, the  succeeding  baronet,  took 
a  vested  estate  for  life.  Bacon  v. 
Proctor,  Page  SI 

9*  Devise  to  A.  and  her  heirs  for 

,  ever,  in  the  fullest  confidence  that 
after  her  decease  she  will  devise 

.  the  property  to  my  family ;  A.  is 
tenant  in  fee.     Wright  v.  Alkt/ns, 

143 

Under  an  immediate  devise  to 

A.   for  life,   remainder  to  ''my 

family,"   the  heir  at  law  of  the 

testator  is  entitled  in  remainder. 

156 

4.  An  infant  tenant  in  tail  is  bound 
to  keep  down  the  interest  of  debts 
charged  upon  the  entailed  estates. 
A  tenant  for  life  was  also  held 
to  have  been  liable  to  keep  down 
the  interest  of  the  debts,  although, 
having  the  ultimate  remainder  in 
fee,  he  had  consented  to  an  act 
of  parliament,  by  which  the  estates 
were  vested  in  trustees  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts.  Surges  v. 
Maxjohey.  167 

Tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  keep 

.  down  the  interest  of  debts,  but 
being  an  heir  at  law  not  other- 
wise provided  for^  is,  as  against 


the    remainder-man,    entitled   to 
maintenance.    Surges  v.  Muuobcy. 

Page  174 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Upon  the  hearing  of  an  inter- 
pleading billy  evidence  is  admis« 
sible  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  has 
retained  possession  of  the  subject 
of  the  suit  under  an  indemnity 
from  some  of  the  defendants.  Sta- 
iham  v.  Hall.  SO 

2.  Executor,  taking  a  contingent  re- 
versionary interest  unde;^  the  will, 
not  precluded  from  giving  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  that  be 
should  have  the  residue  bene- 
ficially, nothing  upon  the  face  of 
the  will  indicating  that  he  was  to 
take  the  office  merely. 

Claiming  the  residue  as  execu- 
tor, is  sufficient  to  let  in  parol 
evidence  in  support  of  the  legal 
title,  without  alleging  a  title  by 
the  effect  of  the  parol  evidence. 
Lynn  v.  Beaver.  QQ 

S.  Upon  an  information  to  set  aside 
a  lease  of  charity  lands^  the  lessees 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
enter  into  evidence  of  a  title  ad- 
verse to  the  lease,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  plea  of  nil  JiabuU  in 
tenementis  could  not  be  pleaded 
by  them  at  law.  Attomey-Generai 
V.  Lord  Hotham.  209 

4.  The  court-rolls  of  a  manor>  taken ' 
by  themselves,  are  evidence  only 
against  the  tenants  of  the  manor, 
and  the  lord  of  the  manor.    Au 
tomey^  General  v.  Lord  Hotham. 

217 
2P2 
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5.  Where  a  sum  of  money  came  to 
the  hands  of  one  of  two  executors, 
who  paid  it  over  to  the  other  ex- 
ecutor,  it  was  held  that  the  execu- 
tor who  first  received  it  could  not, 
under  the  usual  decree  for  an  ac- 
count, examine  the  other  executor 
as  a  witness  to  prove  that  the 
money  paid  over  was  duly  applied 
on  account  of  the  affairs  of  the 
testator,  and  an  order  obtained 
for  that  purpose  was  discharged. 
Dines  v.  Scott.  Page  358 

6.  A  person,  who  admits  that  he 
conceives  himself  bound  in  ho- 
nour, though  not  legally  bound, 
to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of 
a  party  in  a  suit»  is  a  competent 
witness  for  that  party.    Parker  v. 

whMj/.  see 

7.  Proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  an 
attesting  witness  to  a  will,  received 
under  particular  circumstances,  in 
order  to  found  a  decree  establish- 
ing the  will.    James  v.  PamelL 

417 

EXAMINATION. 

1.  Personal  examination  in  equity  is 
not  analogous  to  the  viva  voce  ex- 
amination of  a  witness.  Farqu- 
harson  v.  Balfour.  198 

2.  An  examination  may  be  quite 
sufficient,  though  it  is  untrue  and 
inconsistent  with  what  has  been 
sworn  by  the  defendant  in  his  an- 
swers. 

The  principle  of  this  Court  is, 
that  the  plaintiff  must  be  satisfied 
with  what  the  conscience  of  the 
defendant  allows  him  to  swear. 
Farquharson  ▼•  Balfour*         204 


EXECUTOR- 

1.  Executor  taking  a  contingent  re- 
versionary interest  under  a  will* 
not  precluded  from  giving  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  that  he 
should  have  the  residue  benefi- 
cially, nothing  upon  the  face  of 
the  will  indicating  that  be  was  to 
take  the  office  merely. 

Under  the  effect  of  the  will  and 
the  evidence  the  executor  was 
declared  to  be  enUtled  bene- 
ficially. 

Whether  the  contingent  rever- 
sionary interest  would  have  had  the 
effect  of  rendering  him  a  trustee 
for  the  next  of  kin  ? — QMigre* 
Lynn  v.  Beaver*  Page  63 

The  motives  which  might  influ- 
ence the  testator  in  favour  of  the 
executor  are  to  be  considered  in 
determining  the  questiouy  whether 
the  executor  takes  the  residue 
beneficially.  68 

2.  Executors  may  pay  legacies,  or 
hand  over  the  residue,  within  the 
year  after  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator.    Augustin  V.  Martin,     241 

3.  The  custom  of  York  does  not 
apply  where  an  executor  is  ap« 
pointed.     Wilkinson  v.  Atkinson, 

257 

4.  Where  a  sum  of  money  came  to 
the  hands  of  one  of  two  executors, 
who  paid  it  over  to  the  other  ex- 
ercutor,  it  was  held  that  the  execu- 
tor who  first  received  it  could  not, 
under  the  usual  decree  for  an  ac- 
count, examine  the  other  executor 
as  a  witness  to  prove  that  the 
money  paid  over  was  duly  applied 
on  account  of  the  affiiirs  of  the 
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testator,  and  an  order  obtained 
for  that  purpose  was  discharged. 
Dines  v.  Scott.  Page  358 

B*  A  person,  who  is  permitted  by  an 
executor  to  possess  himself  of  part 
of  the  assets  of  a  testator,  and  who, 
after  the  executor's  death,  and 
when  there  is  no  legal  personal 
representative  either  of  the  tes- 
'tator  or  of  the  executor,  retains 
the  assets,  and  acts  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  is  not 
executor  de  son  tort  to  the  original 
testator. .  Tomlin  v.  Beck.       438 


FAMILY  ARRANGEMENT. 

A  father  being  tenant  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male,  the  eldest 
'son, soon  after  he  attained  twenty- 
one,  joined  his  father  in  suffering  a 
recovery;  an  annuity  was  secured 
to  him  duringhis  father's  life;  parts 
of  the  estates  were  limited  to  the 
father  in  fee,  and  the  residue  of 
them  were  resettled,  the  son  taking 
back  an  estate  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons 
in  tail  general,  remainder  to  his 
daughters  in  tail  general.  The 
transaction  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
mixed  case  of  bargain  and  sale, 
and  of  family  arrangement;  and 
the  eldest  son  having  died  without 
issue,  a  bill  filed  by  his  brother, 
the  next  remainder-man  in  tail, 
who  had  done  confirmatory  acts, 
and  accepted  interests  under  the 
will  of  his  father^  to  set  aside  the 


settlement  as  obtained  by  undue 
influence,  was  dismissed. 

Transactions  of  this  nature  be- 
tween father  and  child,  to  be 
viewed  with  a  reasonable  degree 
of  jealousy,  not  in  the  light  of 
reversionary  bargains. 

Whether,  after  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years,  such  a  suit  could 
be  maintained  at  all  ? — Qjuisrem 

Whether  a  remote  remainder- 
man can  complain  of  a  transaction 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
immediate  remainder-man,  where 
the  immediate  remainder-man 
makes  no  complaint? —  Quare* 
Txoeddell  v.  Tmeddell.        Page  1 

FEME  COVERT. 

1.  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  against  a 
feme  covert  administratrix  cannot 
be  sustained.     Pannell  v.  Tayler. 

96 

2.  Feme  covert  holding  herself  out  in 

the  character  of  a  feme  sole  may 
be  arrested,  and  courts  of  law  will 
not  discharge  her  upon  motion. 
Pannell  v.  Tayler.  100 

FOREIGN  GOVERNMENT. 

Whether  the  King's  Courts  will  in- 
terfere upon  the  subject  of  a  con- 
tract with  a  country  which  he  does 
not  recognize,  or  will  assist  in  the 
recovery  of  money  advanced  by 
the  subjects  of  this  country  to  a 
colony  at  war  with  its  parent  state, 
the  parent  state  being  at  peace 
with  this  country  ?  Jones  v.  Gar^ 
cia  del  Rio*  299 
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FORFEITURE. 

See  Covenant,  2. 

Specific  Perform ance»  7* 

FRAUD. 

Where  a  party  applies  to  set  aside 
an  award  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  fraud,  he  is  bound  to 
shew  that  it  is  a  new  discovery, 
and  that  he  could  not  with  due 
diligence  have  made  the  discovery 
before.  Auriol  v.  Smith.  Page  127 

FRAUDS  (Statute  or). 

The  person  entitled  to  the  reversion 
in  fee  of  a  house,  expectant  upon 
a  term  vested  in  a  lessee  who  has 
demised  the  premises  for  a -por- 
tion of  his  term  to  a  sub-lessee, 
agrees  by  one  letter  to  grant  that 
sub-lessee  an  extension  of  lease  at 
a  certain  yearly  rent,  and,  in 
another  letter,  fixes  the  time, 
when  the  term,  which  he  thus 
proposes  to  grant,  is  to  expire ; 
this  is  a  valid  agreement  within 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and,  under 
it,  the  sub -lessee  has  a  right  to  a 
lease  which  shall  commence  from 
the  ezpiralion  of  the  existing  term. 
Verlander  v.  Codd.  S52 


HEIR. 

See  Estate,  4. 


IMPERTINENCE. 

1.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  merchants  in 
England  against  merchants  in  /n- 


dia^  for  an  account  of  the  dealings 
and  transactions  between  them, 
one  of  the  defendants,  restdii^  in 
England^  in  answer  to  an  allega- 
tion in  the  bill  that  some  cotton 
which  had  been  sent  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  plaintiffs  was  of 
inferior  quality,  said,  that  he  had 
no  personal  knowledge  of  the 
dealings  between  the  two  firms, 
but  that  he  had  received  certain 
affidavits  and  certificates,  which 
his  partners  in  India  had  caiised 
to  be  made  by  experienced  per- 
sons there,  from  which  he  believed 
the  cotton  to  be  of  superior  qua- 
lity, and  set  forth  the  affidavits 
and  certificates,  in  a  schedale,  tft 
hcec  verba :  held  that  the  schedule 
was  not  impertinent.  Parker  v. 
Fairlie.  Page  568 

2.  A  few  unnecessary  words  in  a 
bill  do  not  render  it  impertinent 
In  a  bill  for  an  account,  it  is  not 
impertinent  to  set  out  at  length 
letters  sent  to  the  defendant 
demanding  the  account,  though 
the  bill  contains  a  geueral  alle- 
gation that  applications  have  been 
made  to  the  defendant  to  account, 
and  the  usual  charge  as  to  letters 
in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant.   Dd  Pont  V.  De  Tasiet.  486 

INCUMBRANCES. 
In  all  cases  where  money  is  paid 
off  by  individuals,  not  having  an 
absolute  permanent  interest  in  the 
premises,  the  Court  looks  at  the 
intention.     Pitt  v.  Pitt.  183 

See  Interest,  1. 
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INJUNCTION. 

1.  Injunction  to  restrain  the  breach 
of  a  covenant,  that  buildings  shall 
be  erected  upon  a  general  plan,  re- 
fused :  the  covenantee  having  ac- 
quiesced in  a  partial  deviation 
from  the  plan,  and  not  having 
made  immediate  application  to  the 
Court. 

A  landlord  who  relaxes,  in  favour 
of  some  of  his  tenants^  a  cove- 
nant entered  into  for  the  be- 
nefit of  all,  is  not  entitled  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  other 
tenants  from  infringing  that  cove- 
nant. Roper  V.  Williams*  Page  18 

2.  Where  a  decision  which  is  to 
bind  others,  can  only  be  made 
hereafter,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Court,  in  the  mean  time  to  pre- 
serve the  property  in  such  a  state, 
that,  when  it  is  made  out  who  are 
the  objects  of  favourable  decision, 
they  may  have  the  benefit  of  it. 

The  Court  therefore  refused  to 
interfere  by  injunction  to  re- 
strain A.f  who  claimed  to  be  de- 
visee in  fee,  from  cutting  down 
timber,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  per- 
sons claiming  to  be  interested 
under  the  same  devise  as  re- 
mainder-men afler  the  death  of 
A>i  but  ordered  that  A»  should 
be  at  liberty  to  cut  the  timber, 
in  a  husbandlike  manner,  as  te- 
nant in  fee,  giving  security  for  the 
value^  or  bringing  the  value  into 
Court.  Wright  v.  Atkyns.  14S 
S.  Motion  to  stay  the  execution  of 
a  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages,  not 
supported  by  the  ordinary  affidavit 
upon  a  motion  to  stay  trial,  re- 


fused with  costs.    Rodehhurst  v. 
Tudman.  Page  305 

4.  Injunction  granted  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings upon  a  sentence  in  the 
Admiralty  Court,  new  evidence 
having  been  discovered  at  s  pe- 
riod when,  according  to  the  prac- 
tice of  that  Court,  it  could  not 
be  received.    Jarois  v.  Chandler* 

319 

5.  Tenant  of  a  lunatic's  estate  re- 
lieved against  an  ejectment  found- 
ed on  a  forfeiture  by  breach  of 
covenant  to  repair.  Ex  parte 
Vaughan.         «  434 

6.  Where  there  is  a  case  for  a  spe- 
cial injunction,  and  the  injunction 

'  will  operate  for  the  benefit  of  par- 
ties not  before  the  Court,  the  ab- 
sence  of  those  parties,  though 
made  the  ground  of  demurrer  to 
the  bill,  will  not  prevent  the  Court 
interposing.  Comt  v.  Harris.  512 

INTEREST. 

1.  An  infant  tenant  in  tail  is  bound 
to  keep  down  the  interest  of  debts 
charged  upon  the  entailed  estates. 

A  tenant  for  life  was  also  held  to 
haye  beenjiable  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  the  debu,  although, 
having  the  ultimate  remainder  in 
fee,  he  had  consented  to  an  act  of 
parliament,  by  which  the  estates 
were  vested  in  trustees  fior  the 
payment  of  the  debts.  Burges  v. 
Matobey.  167 

2.  The  interest  of  a  legacy  not  ex- 
pressly disposed  of  by  a  will  till  the 
persons  come  into  existence  who 
are  to  take  the  capital,  falls  into  the 
residue.  Harris  v.  Uoyd.  .     314 
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INTERPLEADING. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  an  interplead- 
ing bill,  evidence  is  admissible  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  has  retained 
possession  of  the  subject  of  the 
suit  under  an  indemnity  from  some 
of  the  defendants.  Statham  ▼• 
HaU.  Page  30 

INTERROGATORIES. 
See  Answer,  2. 


ISSUE. 

I.  An  issue  may  be  directed  with  a 
view  to  correcting  a  mistake  in  a 
deed.    Beaumont  v.  Brandey.  41 

!2.  Miscarriage  of  a  Judge  in  direct- 
ing a  jury,  is  not  a  ground  for  a 
new  trial,  if  looking  at  the  whole 
evidence  and  the  address  of  the 
Judge  to  the  jury  the  conscience 
of  the  Court  is  satisfied.  Head 
V.  Head.  142 


JURISDICTION. 

I.  Where  a  limited  tribunal  takes 
upon  itself  to  exercise  a  juris- 
diction which  does  not  belong  to 
it,  its  decision  amounts  to  no- 
thing; and  does  not  create  any 
necessity  for  an  appeal.  Attorney- 
General  v.  Lotd  Hoiham.       219 

£.  Whether  the  King's  Courto  will 
interfere  upon  the  subject  of  a 
contract  with  a  countiy  which  he 
does  not  recognize*  or  will  assist 
in  the  recovery  of  money  ad- 
vanced by  the  subjects  of  this 
country  to  a  colony  at  war  with 
its  parent  state,  the  parent  state 


being  at  peace  with  this  coantry? 
Jones Y. Garcia delRia.  PageS90 
See  Charity,  S* 
Trust,  4. 


KING. 
See  Charity,  8* 


LAND-TAX. 

Where  lands  are  allotted  under  ao 
inclosure  act  in  respect  of  rights 
of  common  appurtenant  to  other 
lands  of  which  the  land-tax  has 
been  redeemed,  the  land-tax  does 
not  attach  upon  the  allotment. 
Boehm  v.  fl^ood.  334 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Injunction  to  restrun  t^e  breach 
of  a  covenant,  that  buildings 
shall  be  erected  upon  a  general 
plan  refused ;  the  covenantee 
having  acquiesced  in  a  partial 
deviation  from  the  plan,  and  not 
having  made  immediate  applica- 
tion to  the  Court. 

A  landlord  who  relaxes  in  &- 
vour  of  some  of  his  tenants,  a 
covenant  entered  into  for  the  be* 
nefit  of  all,  is  not  entitled  to  an 
ii^  unction  to  restrain  the  other 
tenants  from  infringing  that  co* 
venant.     Roper  v.  fViUiams,    18 

2.  The  Court  will  not  direct  a  fe- 
fefence  to  the  Master  as  to  the 
reduction  of  rent  upon  the  peti* 
tion  of  a  tenant.    Expnrte  Toitfi. 

137 

LAPSE. 

Where  a  testator,  resident  and  do« 
I     miciled  at  the  timie  of  liia  death 
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.  within  the  proTince  of  Yorkf  dis- 
poses of  all  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate,  and  names  ex- 
ecutorsy  but  his  disposition  fails 
as  to  part  of  the  residue,  by  the 
death  of  one  of  the  residuary 
legatees  in  his  lifetime,  the  share 
which  thus  becomes  lapsed,  will 
be  apportioned  between  the 
widow  and  the  next  of  kin,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  of  distri- 
butions, and  will  not  be  affected 
by  the  custom  of  the  province. 
Wilkinson  v.  Atkinson.  Page  235 

LEAoE* 

Upon  an  information  to  set  aside 
a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years  of 
charity  lands,  the  defendants  the 
lessees  set  up  a  title  adverse  to 
the  lease :  upon  the  merits  it  was 
held,  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  the  defence ;  but  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  that  if  the  merits 
had  been  otherwise,  the  defend- 
ants were  estopped,  and  could 
not  dispute  the  title,  while  they 
retained  the  possession. 

Sembief  The  lessees  ought  not  to 
have  been  permitted  to  enter  into 
evidence,  upon  the  principle  that 
the  plea  of  nil  hnbuit  in  tenemen" 
tis  could  not  have  been  pleaded 
at  law. 

A  mere  husbandry  lease  of 
charity  lands  for  ninety-nine 
years  at  an  uniform  rent  cannot 
be  supported.  Aitome^'General 
V.  Lord  Haham.  209 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

A  testator  directs  his  executors  and 
trustees  to  pay  certain  annuities 


and  legacies^  **  clear  of  the  pro- 
perty-tax, and  all  expenses  at« 
tending  the  same  /'  the  legacy 
duty  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
executors  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
testator,  and  the  annuitants  and 
legatees  are  entitled  to  receive 
the  full  amount  of  their  respec- 
tive legacies  and  annuities,  with- 
out any  deduction  in  respect  of 
legacy  duty.  Courtoy  v.  Vin^ 
cent.  Page  4SS 

LEGITIMACY. 

Where  personal  access  between 
husband  and  wife  is  establishedi 
sexual  intercourse  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed ;  and  the  presumption  must 
stand,  till  rebutted  by  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence.  Head  v. 
Head.  138 

See  Children,  1. 

LIEN. 

1.  A  solicitor  has  no  lien  upon  the 
will  of  his  client,  and  cannot  re- 
fuse to  produce  a  deed  executed 
by  tlie  client  in  his  favour,  con- 
taining a  reservation  of  a  life  in- 
terest, and  a  power  of  revoca- 
tioUk 

Where  a  deed  is  sought  to  be 
impeached,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  have  it  produced,  and  the  de- 
fendant cannot  resist  the  pro- 
duction upon  the  ground  of  lien. 

In  a  suit  instituted  against  a 
solicitor,  who  had  also  acted  in 
the  capacity  of  steward,  for  an 
account  and  for  delivery  of  title- 
deeds,  the  Court  upon  motion  or- 
dered die  deeds  to  be  delivered 
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up  to  the  plaintiff,  upoo  payment 
into  court  of  so  much  of  the 
balance  claimed  by  the  answer  as 
was  not  covered  by  ony  security. 
Balch  V.  Si/mes,  Page  87 

2.  Where  deeds  are  deposited  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  credit, 
the  person  with  whom  they  are 
deposited  has  no  lien  upon  them 
for  what  is  due  to  him  in  respect 
of  monies  previously  advanced. 
Mountford  v.  ScoH.  274 

S.  Where  a  party  has  a  pressing  ne- 
cessity for  papers  in  the  hands  of 
his  solicitor,  the  Court  will  order 
them  to  be  delivered  up  upon  a 
deposit  being  made  sufficient  to 
cover  the  amount  of  the  solicitor's 
bill  and  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 
Clutton  v.  Pardon.  SOI 

4.  A  solicitor,  who  has  declined  to 
proceed  with  a  cause,  will  be  or- 
dered, though  his  bill  of  costs  are 
not  paid,  to  deliver  up  the  papers 
to  the  present  solicitor  of  the 
party,  the  latter  undertaking  to 
hold  them  subject  to  the  former 
solicitor's  lien,  for  what  shall  be 
found  due  to  him  on  the  taxation 
of  the  bills* 

An  offer  on  the  part  of  the 
former  solicitor,  afker  the  motion 
is  made,  to  proceed  with  the 
cause,  will  not  prevent  the  Court 
from  ordering  fain  to  deliver  up 
the  papers  on  the  terms  aen- 
tioaed  above*  Colegrave  v.  Man- 
by.  400 

LIMITATIONS  (Statutb  of). 

Where  real  estates  are  devised  in 
'    trust  for  the  payment  of  debts,  in 


aid  of  the  personal  estate,  the  sta- 
tutes of  limitations  does  not  run 
run  in  equity  after  the  death  of 
the  testator.     Hughes  r.  Wyme. 

Page  307 

LUNACY. 

1.  The  costs  of  the  committee  of  a 
lunatic  trustee,  conveying  under 
the  statute,  must  be  paid  by  the 
cestuique  trusL 

The  estate  being  vested  in  the 
lunatic  upon  trusts  for  securing 
an  annuity,  and  subject  thereto 
upon  trust. for  the  grantor  of 
the  annuity,  the  grantee  and  the 
assignees  of  the  grantor  of  the 
annuity  were  ordered  to  defray 
equally  the  committee's  costs  of 
an  application  by  them  for  a 
reconveyance  of  the  estate.  Ex 
parte  Pearse.  325 

2.  Tenant  of  a  lunatic's  estate  re- 
lieved against  an  ejectment  found- 
ed on  a  forfeiture  by  breach  of 
covenant  to  repair.  Ex  parte 
Vaughan.  434 

3.  Where  a  lunatic  had  been  takea 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  before  the 
commission  issued,  an  order  was 
ma^e  that  she  sliould  be  brought 
back  to  England*  In  the  matter 
of  Elizabeth  Wyheham.  .         537 


MAINTENANCE. 

Tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  keep 
down  the  interest  of  debts,  but, 
being  an  heir  at  law  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  is,  as  against  the  re- 
mainder-man, entitled  to  main* 
tenance.  £urges.v»Maiioi€y.  174 
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MISNOMER. 

Sembtey  Where  the  plaintifF  is  mis- 
named in  an  order  to  dismiss  a  bill 
for  want  of  prosecution,  in  con- 
sequence of  an  error  iq  the  six 
clerks'  certificate,  a  replication 
filed  after  service  of  the  order 
will  not  be  irregular.  Verlander 
V.  Codd.  Page  94 

MISTAKE. 

Bill  to  rectify  a  conveyance  al- 
leged to  have  passed  by  mistake 
more  than  was  included  in  a  pre- 
vious agreement,  dismissed;  the 
conveyance  reciting  a  more  ex- 
tended agreement,  the  parties 
being  dead,  the  agent  of  the  grantor 
having  acknowledged  the  extend- 
ed agreement,  and  the  agent  of 
the  grantee,  who  could  have  given 
a  personal  account  of  the  trans- 
action, not  having  been  examined 
by  the  plaintiff. 

A  conveyance  which  passes  too 
much  may  be  rectified,  and  the 
excess  deducted* 

SemblCi  An  issue  may  be'  di- 
rected with  a  view  to  correcting 
a  mistake  in  a  deed.  Beaumont 
V.  Brawdey.  41 

MONEY. 

Testatrix^  by  her  will,  disposes  of 
certain  long  annuities,  and  of  a 
sum  in  cash,  and  then  uses  the 
following  words ;  '*  I  believe  there 
will  be  sufficient  money  left  to  pay 
my  funeral  expenses."  By  a  co** 
dicil  to  her  will  the  testatrix  ex- 
presses herself  thus :  *^  If  there 


is  nooney  left  unemployed»  I  de- 
sire it  may  be  given  in  charity." 
Held,  that  the  general  residue  of 
the  testatrix's  personal  estate, 
including  a  sum  of  2500/*  trust 
monies,  in  which  she  had  a  vest- 
ed reversionary  interest,  at  the 
time  of  her  death,  subject  to  be 
devested  by  the  appointment  of  tier 
mother,  passed  under  the  wdrds 
'*  money  left  unemployed,"  lind 
was  well  given  to  ebartty.  Ornntan* 
ney  v.  Butcher.  Page  265, 266 
See  Will,  8. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Feme  sole  makes  a  mortgage?  of 
a  leasehold  for  years,  and  after- 
wards marries;  the  mortgage  is 
then  transferred  and  the  hus- 
band joins  in  the  transfer,  and 
covenants  to  pay  the  money. 
During  the  coverture,  the  husband 
by  gradual  payments  out  of  his 
own  property  reduces  the  motf^ey 
due  upon  the  mortgage ;  by  his 
will  he  makes  a  disposition  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  and  dies  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  wife ;  upon  a 
bill  by  the  wife,  who  claimed  to 
be  entitled  by  survivorship,  to  re- 
deem the  mortgage^  the  redemp- 
tion was  decreed  upon  the  termsy 
that  the  husband's  estate  shoiild 
stand  in  the  place  of  the  mort- 
gagee, for  the  sums  paid  by  hiitt 
out  of  his  own  property*  in  reduc- 
tion of  the  mortgage  debt.  Pitt 
V.  Pitt.  180 

2.  Where  a  bond  is  given  by  prin- 
cipal and  surety,  and  at  the  same 
time  a  mortgage  is  made  for  se- 
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curing  the  debt,  the  surety,  if  he 
pays  the  bond,  has  a  right  to  stand 
in  place  of  the  mortgagee.  Copis 
▼.  Middleton.  Page  2S1 

S.  An  officer  in  the  army  cannot 
pledge  or  mortgage  his  commis- 
sion. 

An  officer  deposited  his  com- 
mission as  a  security  for  a  loan  of 
money,  and  further  covenanted 
with  the  depositary  B*  to  sell  the 
commission,  and  to  repay  the  loan 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  a 
sale  having  been  effected  subse- 
quently, and  the  regulation  price 
having  been  paid  to  the  retiring 
officer's  agents,  he  transmitted  to 
them  a  written  order,  directing 
them  to  discharge,  out  of  the  mo- 
ney in  their  hands,  certain  speci- 
fied debts  due  from  him  to  certain 
specified  individuals,  which  indi- 
viduals had  no  notice  of  his  con- 
tract with  B^:  Held,  that  these 
creditors  were  entitled  to  a  pri- 
ority over  B* 

After  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
the  officer  took  the  benefit  of  the 
insolvent  debtors*  act :  Held,  that 
B,  had  not  any  title  preferable  to 
that  of  the  general  body  of  the  in- 
solvents' creditors,  to  the  surplus 
which  remained  after  the  debts 
specified  in  the  written  order  were 
satisfied.     Collider  v.  Fallon.    459 

4.  Where  a  decree  ordered,  that,  in 
taking  the  accounts  of  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  annual  rests 
should  be  made,  and  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  premises,  as 
often  as  they  exceeded  the  in- 
terest accrued  due  on  the  debt 


should  be  applied  in  reduction  of 
the  principal ;  a  rest .  ought  to  be 
made  at  the  date  of  the  receipt 
by  the  mortgagee  of  a  sum  ex- 
ceeding the  interest,  though  oc- 
curring in  the  interval  between 
the  annual  rests. 

From  that  date  the  subsequent 
annual  rests  ought  to  be  com- 
puted. 

An  equity  of  redemption,  being 
subject  to  a  trust  for  sale,  the 
mortgagee,  with  some  of  the  ces* 
tuisque  trust  of  the  equity  of  re- 
demption^ filed  a  bill  for  the  sale 
of  the  premises,  alleging  that  the 
whole  of  his  principal,  with  an 
arrear  of  interest,  was  due  to  him, 
and  suppressing  the  fact,  that  he 
had  been  for  several  years  in  pos- 
session ;  the  result  of  the  account 
was,  that  nothing  was  due  on  the 
mortgage  when  the  bill  was  filed: 
Held,  that  the  mortgagee  must 
pay  to  the  defendants  the  costs  of 
so  much  of  the  suit  as  related  to 
the  mortgage  and  the  accounts 
and  enquiries  concerning  it.  Bin- 
nington  v.  Harvoood,  Page  477 
See  Estate,  1. 


MORTMAIN. 

A  testator,  after  giving  a  legacy 
in  trust  for  a  charitable  purpose, 
says,  —  '*  As  money  is  of  more  un- 
certain value  than  land,  I  do  also 
give  them  (the  trustees)  power  to 
make  such  purchase  as  they  sbsll 
think  best  for  perpetuating  the 
gift : "  Held,  that  these  words  do 
not  bring  the  legacy  within  the 
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mortmain  act«    Attorney-General 
T.  Goddard.  Page  S48 


NE  EXEAT  REGNO. 

1.  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  against 
a  feme  covert  administratrix  can- 
not be  sustained.  PanneUv,  Tay- 
ler.  96 

Where  a  writ  of  ue  exeat  regno 
issues  for  a  larger  sum  than  is.due, 
the  Court  will  make  an  order  that 
80  much  only  shall  be  raised  as  is 
due*  without  quashing  the  writ. 

Where  the  writ  issues  against 
an  executor  at  the  instance  of  a 
legatee,  it  must  be  marked  for  the 
whole  amount  of  what  is  due,  not 
only  to  the  plaintiff^  but  to  other 
persons.     PanneU  v.  Tayler,   100 

2.  The  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  does 
not  issue  for  alimony  after  a  de- 
cree in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
pending  an  appeal  from  that  de- 
cree.    Street  v.  Street.  322 

The  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  is  not 
granted  for  interim  alimony  before 
a  decree.  Street  v.  Street.  323 
S.  In  a  suit  against  a  purchaser  for 
specific  performance,  where  a  re- 
ceiver had  been  appointed,  and 
was  in  possession  of  the  estate^ 
and  the  Master's  report  in  favour 
of  the  title,  except  as  to  a  very 
small^  part  of  the  estate  for  which 
the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  an 
abatement,  had  been  confirmed, 
and  followed  by  an  order,  by 
which,  after  referring  it  to.  the 
Master  to  ascertain  what  abate- 
ment the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to,  and  to  compute  interest  upon 


the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money,  dnd  to  settle  the  convey- 
ances, it  was  ordered,  that  upon 
the  execution  of  the  conveyances^ 
and  delivery  thereof  and  of  the 
title-deeds  to  the  purchaser,  he 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiffi  the 
remainder  of  the  purchase-money, 
after  deducting  the  abatement, 
with  the  interest  to  be  computed 
by  the  Master,  and  that  the  re- 
ceiver should  thereupon  deliver 
up  to  him  possession  of  the  estate, 
the  Court  refused  to  discharge  a 
writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  issued 
against  the  purchaser,  and  marked 
for  the  full  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, though  the  abate- 
ment (which  it  clearly  appeared 
would  be  less  than  the  interest) 
had  not  been  ascertained  by  the 
Master,  and  no  steps  had  been 
taken  towards  the  execution  of 
the  conveyances. 

The  sheriff  having  taken  the 
defendant  under  the  writ,  refused 
to  release  him  out  of  custody  un- 
til the  whole  sum  for  which  the 
writ  was  marked  was  paid  into  his 
hands,  and  the  Court  did  not  dis- 
approve of  his  conduct.  Boehm 
v.  Wood.  Page  332 

Semble,  Where  the  writ  issues 
against  the  purchaser  of  an  estate 
in  a  suit  for  specific  performance, 
the  circumstance  that  he  may  have 
property  to  answer  the  purchase- 
money  is  not  to    be    regarded. 

338 

What  the  sheriff  does  in  the 
case  of  a  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno  is 
upon  his  own  responsibility.    340 
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Upon  the  defendant's  stating 

that  if  the  plainti&  obtained  a 

decree  he  would  leave  the  ktng- 

donii  the  writ  was  issued  in  an 

.   earij  stage  of  the  cause.  PageS42 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  has 

jurisdiction  to  direct  the  writ  to 

issue.  S4S 

The  debt  for  which  the  writ 

issues  must  be  equitable — roust 

be  due — and  muat  be  such  a  debt 

.   that  the  sum  to  be  marked  upon 

the  writ  can  be  ascertained. 

The  case  of  account  an  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  that  the  debt  must 
be  equitable. 

The  exception  founded  on  the 
difficulty  of  proceeding  at  law  in 
such  matters. 

In  matters  of  account  the  party 
.    may  swear  to  his  belief  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  balance. 

The  cases  of  the  writ  being 
issued  in  suits  for  specific  per- 
formance are  4ilso  founded  on  the 
difficulty  of  proceeding  at  law* 
The  rule  that  the  sum  to  be 
.   marked  upon  the  writ  must  be 
,   ascertained  instanced  in  the  case 
of  executors. 

Upon  the  application  for  the 

writ  it  need  not  be  sworn  that  the 

party  is  going  abroad  for  the  pur- 

.    pose  of  avoiding  payment  of  the 

debt.    Boehm  v.  Wood.  344> 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 

If  a  testator  means  to  create  atrust, 
and  the  trust  be  ineffectually 
created,  or  fails,  the  next  of  kin 

.   take.  Ommanney  v.  Butcher*  270 

^  EXRCUTORi  ]. 
WlLLt  8. 


NOTICE. 

Whether  notice  to  an  attorney  in 
one  transaction  shall  be  notice  to 
him  in  another  transaction,  must 
in  all  cases  depend  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances.    Mouniford  t.  ScoU. 

Page  280 

OPENING  BIDDINGS. 
See  Practicb,  S. 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  A  father,  tenant  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male ;  the  eld- 
est 800,  soon  after  he  attuned 
twenty-one,  joined  his  father  in 
suffering  a  recovery;  an  annuity 
was  secured  to  him  during  his 
father's  life ;  parts  of  the  estates 
were  limited  to  the  father  in  fee, 
and  the  residue  of  them  were  re- 
settled, the  son  taking  back  an 
estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  ge- 
neral, remainder  to  his  daughters 
in  tail  general.  The  transaction  is 
to  be  considered  as  a  mixed  case 
of  bargain  and  sale,  and  of  family 
arrangement;  and  the  eldest  son 
having  died  without  issue,  a  bill 
filed  by  his  brother,  the  next  re- 
mainder*man  in  tail,  who  bad  done 
confirmatory  acts,  and  accepted 
interests  under  the  will  of  his 
father,  to  set  aside  the  settlement 
as  obtained  by  undue  influence, 
was  dismissed. 

Transactions  of  this  nature  be- 
I     tween  father  and  child,  tobeviewed 
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,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  jea- 
lousy^  not  in  the  light  of  reversion- 
ary bargains. 

Whether,   after  the    lapse   of 
twenty  years,  such  a  suit  could  be 
maintained  at  all  ?  —  Quwre* 
Whether  a  remote  remainder- 

.  man  can  complain  of  a  transaction 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
immediate  remainder-roan,  where 
the  immediate  remainder- man 
makes  no  complaint  ?  —  Quare. 
Tweddell  v.  TweddeU.         Page  1 

PARTIES. 

1.  A  testatrix  gives  a  legacy  in  trust 
for  the  minister  of  a  chapel,  but 
directs  that,  upon  a  specified  con- 
tingency, the  legacy  is  to  go  to 
.  the  trustees  of  a  certain  college ; 
the  interest  is  paid  during  many 
years  to  the  minister  of  the  cha- 
pel :  Held,  that  the  charity  for 
the  chapel  may  be  established 
upon  a  bill  and  information  to 
which  the  trustees  of  the  college 
are  not  parties.  Attorney-General 
v«  Goddard.  348 

2«  Where  there  is  a  case  for  a  spe- 
cial injunction,  and  the  injunction 
will  operate  for  the  benefit  of  par- 
ties not  before  the  Court,  the  ab- 
sence of  those  parties,  though 
made  the  ground  of  demurrer  to 
the  bill,  will  not  prevent  the 
court  from  interposing.  Const  v. 
Harris.  5V2 

S.  Where  an  executor  has  not  as- 
rented  to  a  specific  bequest,  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled  are 
not  necessary  parties  to  a  suit  re- 


lating to  the  property  specifically 
bequeathed.    Const  v.  Harris. 

Page  514 
See  Receiver,  2. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  A  testator  directs,  that  W.  F. 
shall,  with  a  capital  taken  out  of  his 
assets,  continue  his  the  testator's 
business ;  that  he  shall  bind  D.  G. 
apprentice  to  himself;  that  he 
shall  take  D.  G*  into  partnership 
at  the  end  of  his  apprenticeship, 
or  so  soon  after  as  he  shall  think 
him  capable ;  and  that  D»  G,  shall 
have  one  third  of  the  profits  of 
the  business :  D.  G.  is  not  entitled 
to  claim  any  share  of  the  profits 
which  are  made  before  he  is  ad- 
mitted into  partnership*  Gordon 
V.  Rutherford.  375 

2.  The  representative  of  a  deceased 
partner,  the  account  between  him 
add  the  partnership  being  at  the 
time  unsettled,  agrees  with  the 
surviving  partners  to  assign  to 
them  all  his  interest  in  the  con- 
cern, upon  being  paid  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  and  having  an  in- 
demnity against  all  claims  upon 
the  partnership ;  the  assignment  is 
executed,  the  money  paid,  and  a 
joint  covenant  of  indemnity  given 
by  the  surviving  partners:  Held, 
that  the  covenant  is  not  to  be 
considered  in  equity  as  a  joint 
and  several  covenant.  Sumner  r. 
Poxvell.  423 

3.  The  Court  will  entertain  a  bill  to 
compel  partners  to  act  according 
to  the  provisions  of  instruments 
into  which  they  have  entered^  andii 
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where  it  will  interfere  for  that 
purpose,  will  take  care  that  the 
'  decree  shall  not  be  defeated  by 
any  thing  done  in  the  meantime : 

Thus,  where  in  1812,  the  then 
proprietors  of  'Covent  Garden 
tlieatre  executed  a'  deed,  by  which 
they  covenanted  and  agreed  that 
the  profits  of  the  theatre  should  be 

*  exclusively  appropriated  to  parti- 
cular purposes,  and  that  the  trea- 
surer for  the  time  being  should  be 
irrevocably  directed  so  to  apply 
the  profits ;  and  in  1822,  parties 
then  entitled,  under  the  'former 
proprietors;  to  seven  eighths  of 
the  theatre,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment, whidh  provided  in  some  re- 
spects for  a  different  application 
of  the  profits,  and  otherwise  af- 
fected the  rights  of  a  party  inte- 
rested in  the  remaining  eighth, 

'  who  was  not  consulted  on  the  sub- 
ject, the  Court,  upon  a  bill  filed 
by  that  party,'for  the  specific  per- 

'  formance  of  the  covenants  and 
agreements  contained  in  the  deed 

*  of  1812,  appointed  a  receiver. 
Const  V.  Harris.  Psge  496 

4.  The  Court  will  not  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver, or  a  manager,  of  any  part- 

-  nership  concern,  unless  the  suit  be 

'   so  framed,  as  that  a  decree  may 

be  made,  either  that  the  concern 

shall  be  carried  on  according  to 

the  terms  of  an  instrument,  which 

'  by  the  -agreement  of  the  parties 
was  to  regulate  the  mode  of- its 
being  carried  on,  or  that  it  shall 
be  wholly  put  an  end  to.  Const 
V.  Harris,  •   -517 

5.  Partners  may  be  held  by  their 


conduct  to  have  changed  ibe 
terms  of  a  written  agreement  into 
which  they  have  entered  for  car- 
rying on  the  concern.  Consi  v* 
■Harris.  Page  52S 

6.  The  act  of  a  majority  of  partners 
is  the  act  of  all,  provided  all  are 
consulted,  and  the  majority  are 
acting  bond  fide.    Const  v.  Harris. 

525 

7.  The  majority  of  partners  never 
represents  the  whole  body,  ex- 

*  cept  where  there  has  been  a  voice 
called  for  from  the  minority. 

The  Court  will  generally  take 
the  opinion  of  the  minority  to 
have  been  fairly  over-ruled.  Const 
V.  Harris.  527 

PERPETUITY. 

Devise  to  A.  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
he  should  so  long  live ;  remainder 
to  his  first  son,  then  unborn,  ibr 
ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so 
long  live ;  and  so  on  in  tail  male 
to  such  first  son  lawfully  issuing 
for  ever ;  and  for  want  and  in  de- 
fault of  such  issue  of  such  first 
son,  to  the  second  and  other  sons 
successively  for  ninety-nine  years 
only,  in  case  he  should  so  long 
live ;  and  that  such  eldest  son  or 
the  issue  of  such  elder  son  should 
have  no  greater  estate  than  for 
ninety-nine  years,  determinable  at 
his  decease ;  and  if  there  should 
be  no  issue  male  of  ^.,  at  the 
time  of  his  (^^.'s)  death,  or  in  case 
thete  should  be  such  issue  male  at 
that  time,  and  they  should  all  die 
before  twenty-one  without  issue 
male,  then  to  B.for  ninety-nine 
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'  yearsi  if  he  should  bo  long  live ; 

»  remainder  to  the  first  son  of  B- 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should 
so  long  live,  &c« :  Held»  that  A. 
took  under  the  will  an  estate  for 
ninety-nine  years  in  the  freehold 
estates,  deleroiinable  with  his  life, 
and  the  same  estate  in  the  lease- 
holds, if  they  should  so  long  con- 
tinue ;  and  that,  upon  his  death, 
his  first  son  would  take  an  estate 
for  ninety-nine  years  in  the  free- 
holds, determinable  with  his  life, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  term  in 
the  leaseholds :  but  that  the  limit- 
atbns  to  the  seeond  and  other 
unborn  sons  of  A.  were  void,  as 
tending  to  perpetuity;  and  the 
limitations  over  to  J9.,  &c.  after 
these  void  limitations  were  not 
accelerated,  but  were  void  also. 
Beard  v.  WeHcM.  Page  £5 

See  Accv^LATtoKi  1. 

PLEA. 

Aftef  plea  pleiEtded,  and  replication 
filed,  and  before  the  plea  set 
down,  it  is  not  a  motion  of  course 
to  withdraw  the  replication,  and 
amend  the  bill. 

■ 

An  order  for  that  purpose,  ob- 
tained of  course^  discharged  for 
irregularity,  and  the  amended  bill 
ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file. 
Carteton  v.  L*Estrnnge.  2S 

PLEADING. 

L  Claiming  the  residue  as  executor 
is  sufficient  to  let  in  parol  evidence 
in  support  of  the  legal  title»  with- 
out alleging^  a  title  by  the  effect 
Vol.  1. 


of  the  parol  evidence.    Lynn  v. 
Beaver.  Page  66 

2.  SemhUf  Two  persons  averring 
that  the  title  is  in  one  or  the  other 
of  them,  and  each  contending  that 
it  is  in  himself,  cannot  join  in  a 
suit  as  co-pUiintifi.  Cholmonde- 
ley  y.  Clinton.  116 

3.  Some  of  the  holdeni  of  scrip  or' 
shares  of  a  loan  cannot  file  a  bill 
on  behalf  of  themselves  and  die 
other  holders  to  have  their  sub- 
scriptions returned. 

Several  persons  having  distinct 
demands,  and  not  being  able  to 
sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
others,  cannot  be  co-plaintifi; 

The  cases  in  which  a  bill  can  be 
filed  by  one  person  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  others,  are  cases  in 
which  the  others  have  a  choice 
between  that  and  nothing.  Jones 
V.  Garcia  del  Rio*  297 

4.  If,  in  the  course  of  proceedings  in 
a  suit  for  specific  performance^ 
'there  comes  out  a  fact»  not  put  in 
issue  in  the  cause  by  either  party, 
which  affects  the  legality  of  the 
contract,  or  tends  to  shew  that 
the  contract  is  not  fully  stated  in 
the  bill,  -the  Court  will  direct  an 
enquiry  into  the  fact  so  disclosed. 
Parker  v.  Wktthy.  366 

POWER. 

1.  A  power  of  sale  and  exchange 
vested  in  the  trustees  of  a  settle- 
ment, may  be  exercised  by  the 
trustees  upon  a  sale  to  or  an  ex* 
chpmge  with  the  tenant  for  life 
of  the  settled  estates* 
Where  upon  the  exercise .  of 
2Q 
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«uoh  a  power  it  is  declared  that 
the  estate  shall  be  vested  in  the 
purchaser,  the  purchase  being 
made  in  the  name  of  a  trustee,  an 
appointment  to  the  trustee,  in 
trust  for  the  purchaser,  is  a  valid 
execution  of  the  power.  Htmard 
'  V.  Ducane.  Page  81 

2.  A  testator  having  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment  over  certain  freehold 
and  copyhold  estates,  and  being 
vseised  of  other  freehold  estates, 
devises  all  his  freehold  and  copy- 
hold estates,  witliout  reference  to 
the  power :  Held  an  execution  of 
the  power  as  to  the  copyhold 
estates,  but  not  as  to  the  freehold 
estates  which  were  subject  to  the 
power.    Lewu  v.  Lewdly.    104 

9.  A  tenant  for  life,  with  a  power  of 
appointing  the  property  by  will  to 
all  or  .any  of  the  testator's  chil- 
dren, may  release  or  extinguish  the 
power.    Homer  v.  Stoann*     480 

i.  A  testator  bequeathed  certain 
funds  in  trust  for  his  wife,  during 
her  widowhood,  and,  after  giving 
her  a  power  to  appoint  them  by 
deed  or  will,  provided  she  did  not 
marry  again,  directed,  that,  upon 
her  second  marriage,  or  her  death 

.  without    having    exercised   her 

I  power,  they  should  sii^  into  the 
general  residue  of  his  estate ;  the 
widow  executed  a  deed,  purport- 

•  ing  to  be  an  appointment  of  the 
property  to  the  residuary  legatees 

•  in  the  same  proportions  in  which 
they  would  have  been  entitled  to 
it  under  the  residuary  clause ;  and 
she  and   they  concurred,  in  as- 

.  signing  the  funds  upon  trust  for 


the  residuary  l^;aleefti  the  Caort 
refused  to  act  upon  the  appoint- 
ment and  assignment  during  the 
widow's  life.  .GaUsimd  y.  GcU^ 
smid.  Page  445 

PRACTICE. 

1.  After  plea  pleaded,  and  replica^ 
tion  filed,  and  before  tb»  plaa  aet 
down,  it  is  not  a  motion  of  oomae 
to  withdraw  the  r^lioataonf  aad 
amend  the  bill* 

An  order  for  that  purpose,  ob- 
tained of  course^  diachaqped  for 
irregularity,  and  the  amended  hill 
ordered  M>  be  taken  off  the  file. 
Carleion  v.  VEaronge^  83 

2.  Sob'citor,  who  had  becHmw  in- 
capable of  practising  (without 
being  re-admitted)  in  consequence 
of  having  ne^ectedto  obtain  a 
certificate  for  one  whole  year,  or- 
dered to  be  re-admitted  on  pay- 
ment of  a  small  fine  only,  without 
the  arrears  of  duty.  Ex  parte 
Murray*  56 

3.  The  rules  which  regulate  the 
practice  of  opening  biddings  upon 
a  sale  of  landed  estate,  do  not 
apply  when  a  colliery  is  the  sub- 
ject of  sale. 

Upon  an  o£Rer  to  give  10,00QL 
for  a  colliery,  sold  for  8d5tf.  a 
motion  to  open  the  biddings  was 
refused. 

The  rule  is  not  universal  that 
biddings  shall  not  be  opened  m 
favour  of  parties  present  at  the 
sale. 

Residuaiy  legatee,  tenaDt  tost 
life,  or  reversioner,  may  bewmie 
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the  ptirchaser  of  an  estate  sold  in 
the  Master's  office^ 

The  person  who  opens  the  bid- 
dings IS  discharged,  if  he  is  outbid 
.  at  the  sale.     Williams  y*  Atten- 
borough.  Page  77 

4.  Upon  a  motion  for  a  reference  of 
title,  where  the  performance  of 
the  contract  is  resisted  upon  other 
grounds,  the  Court  will  look  into 
the  answer  to  see  whether  those 
other  grounds  are  substantial  or 
friTolous. 

Where  the  subject  of  the  con- 
tract was  a  life  annuity,  and  tlie 
defendant  insisted  that  time  was 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  a 
*  motion  for  a  reference  to  the 
Master  upon  the  title  was  refused. 

The  nature  of  the  property  sold 
may  make  time  of  the  essence  of 
-  a  contract.  Wiiky  v.  CoUle.  79 
^  A  solicitor  has  no  lien  upon  the 
will  of  his  client,  and  cannot  re- 
fuse to  produce  a  deed  executed 
by  the  client  in  hb  favour,  con- 
taining a  reservation  of  a  life  in- 
terest, and  a  power  of  revocation. 

Where  a  deed  is  sought  to  be 
impeached,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  it  produced,  and 
the  defendant  cannot  resist  the 
.  production  upon  the  ground  of 
lien* 

In  a  suit  instituted  against  a 
solicitor,  who  had  also  acted  in 
the  capacity  of  steward,  for  an 
account  and  for  delivery  of  title 
deeds,  the  Court  upon  motion  or- 
dered the  deeds  to  be  delivered 
up  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  payment 
into  Court  of  so  much  of  the 


balance  claimed  by  the  answer  as 
was  not  covered  by  any  security. 
BaMi  V.  Symesi  Page  87 

6.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  misnamed 
in  an  order  to  dismiss  a  bill  for 
want  of  prosecutioti,  in  coose* 
quence  of  an  error  in  the  six 
clerks'  certificate,  a  replication 
filed  afler  service  of  the  order 
will  not  be  irregular.  &emUe. 
Verlander  v.  Codd.  94 

?•  The  Court,  upon  petition  under 
the  statute  56  G.  3.  e,  60.,  will 
direct  stock,  which  has  been 
transferred  to  the  sinking  fund,  to 
be  re-transferred  to  the  petition- 
ers, where  their  title  is  clear,  with- 
out any  reference  to  the  Master 
to  ascertain  who  is  beneficially 
erititled  to  the  stock.  Ex  parte 
NichoO.  119 

8.  The  Court  will  not  direct  a  re- 
ference to  the  Master,  as  to  the 

'  reduction  of  rent,  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  a  tenant.    Ex  parte  Tatbn. 

137 

9.  Motion  to  stay  the  execution  of 
a  wrft  of  enquiry  of  damages,  not 
supported  by  the  ordinary  affidavit 
upon  a  motion  to  stay  trial,  re- 
fused with  costs.  Rodenhurst  v. 
Tudman.  305 

10.  If  a  bill  and  cross  bill  be  filed,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  bill  has  a 
right  to'  the  first  answer,  and  may 
move  to  stay  proceedings  in  the 
cross  cause  till  the  original  bill  is 
answered,  though  the  plaintiff  in 
the  cross  bill  may  be  in  a  situation 
to  enforce  an  answer  first. 

The  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
original  bill  to  make  the  motion, 
2Q  2 
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was  held  not  to  have  been  waved 
by  his  having  taken  out  the  com- 
mon orders  for  time  to  answer 
the  cross  bill.     Harris  v.  Harris. 

Page  165 

11.  Where  the  enrolment  of  a  de- 
cree is  gained  bj  surprize,  the 
Court  will  vacate  it.  Stevens  v. 
Guppy.  178 

12.  A  defendant  who  has  put  in  three 
insufficient  answers^  and  ia  in  cus- 
tody for  want  of  a  fourth,  is  en- 
titled to  his  discharge  immediately 
on  filing  the  fourth  answer. 

After  a  fourth  answer  reported 

•  insufficient,  it  is  a  motion  of 
course,  that  the  defendant  shall 
be   examined  upon   interrogato- 

-   rtes  and  stand  committed. 

The  interrogatories  are  to  be 
settled  by  the  Master,  and  must 

.  go  direotly  to  the  points  to  which 
the  exceptions  are  sustained. 

The  defendant,  instead  of  put- 
ting in  a  written  examination  to 
the  interrogatories,  is  to  be  ex- 
.ammed  personally  upon  theorby 
the  Master.  Farquharson  v.  Bal' 
four*  184' 

IS.  Where  a  defendant  admits  books 
in  the  Wesi  Indies,  to  be  in  his 
possession,  custody*  or  power,  the 
Court  will  order  him  to  bring 
them  here  within  a  reasonable 
time,  and  if  they  are  not  brought, 
will  consider  it  the  same  as  if  he 
had  them  here  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  refused  to  produce 
them.  190 

14.  Papers  belonging  to  a  defend- 
ant are  in  his  possessioni  custody, 
or  power,  although  they  may  be 
in  the  fFest  Indies,  191 


15.  Exceptions  to  the  Master's  fe« 
port  of  the  insufficiency  of  afoortb 
answer,  ordered  to  be  heard  im- 
mediately, upon  the  terras  of  the 
defendant's  rendering  himself  ame- 
nable'to  process*  Page  188 

16.  Where  one  of  several  plaioti& 
dies  before  answer,  a  motion  may 
be  made  by  the  defendant,  that 
the  surviving  plaintiffii  shall  widiia 
a  limited  time  revive  the  suit, 
or  that  the  bill  shall  be  dismissed 
with  costs.     Adamson  v.    fM/. 

258 

17.  A  solicitor's  bill  having  been 
partly  taxed,  and  paid,  an  order, 
obtained  as  of  ooorae,  referring 
die  bill  generally  for  taxation,  was 
discharged  with  costs. 

Sembht  An  order  directing  the 
costs  of  the  suit  to  be  taxed  war* 
rants  a  taxation  up  to  the  time  of 
the  Master's  making  his  report. 
Clulion  V.  Pardon.  901 

18.  Motion  to  stay  the  execution  of 
a  writ  of  enquiry  of  damages,  not 
supported  by  the  ordinary  affi- 
davit upon  a  motion  to  stay  trial, 
refused  with  costs.  Rodenkurd 
V.  Tudman.  805 

19.  Where  a  plaintiff  amended  his 
bill  after  answer,  but  did  not  serve 
a  subpcBna  to  answer  tbe  amend- 
ment, or  file  a  replication  to  tbe 
answer,  an  order  obtained  as  of 
course  to  dismiss  the4>ilt  for  want 
of  prosecution,  afler  three  tonus 
from  the  filing  of  the  answer,  but 
withiii  three  terms  from  the  date 
of  the  amendments,  was  held  to 
be  regular,  though  the  defendant 
had  obtained  an  order  that  the 
plaintiff  should    amend   his  bill 
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wiihio  a  limited  time,  and  the 
piailitiff  had  amended  accordingly, 
and  had  also  amended  the  defend- 
ant's office  copy  of  the  bill.  Cooke 
V.  Davies.  Page  309 

90.  Wheoe  a  cause  was  not  proceeded 
in  for  three  clear  terms  after  an- 
swer, the  common  order  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion, obtained  by  the  defendaqt  in 
the  vacation  after  the  third  term, 
was  held  to  be  regular.  Farqu- 
harson  v.  Seion*  S78 

Si»  Upon  a  motion  for  a  prohibition, 
a  copy  of  the  libel  in ,  the  eccle- 
siasttcal  court  verified  by  affidavit 
and  a  suggestion  on  parchment 
setting  forth  the  libel  and  the 
ground  of  the  prohibition  prayed 
must  be  delivered  into  court,  and 
if  the  prohibition  is  granted,  affi- 
davits of  the  truth  of  the  .facts 
suggested  must  be  filed  within  six 
months.     In  re  Magor.  814 

22.  After.a  plea  over-ruled,  an  order 
for  time  to  answer,  obtaining  as  of 
course,  is  irregular.  Ferrand  v. 
Pelham.  404 

2S.  A  party  who  is  served  with  a  pe- 
tition, but  who  has  no  interest  in 
the  order  to  be  made  upon  it,  is 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  appear- 
ing on  the  hearing  of  that  petition. 
Garei^  v.WkUtingham.  405 

24*  SembUt  an  order  obtained  as  of 
course  forjihe  taxation  of  a  bill  of 
qosts,  which  has  been  settled  and 
paid,  will  not  be  discharged  for 
mere  irregularity,  without  any  dis- 
cussion of  the  merits,  if  the  peti- 
tion seeking  to  discbarge  that 
order  enters  into  the  merits  of  the 
case,     Gretton  v.  Let^burne*     407 


25.  Where  a  receiver  is  appointed, 
and  the  person  in  possession  re- 
fuses to  attorn  oc  to  deliver  up 
possession,  it  not  appearing  in  what 
right  the  possession  is  held,  the 
proper  course  is  to  move  that  the 
person  may  attorn. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  make  such  person  a 
party  to  the  suit.  Reid  v.  Mid'- 
dleton.  Page  455 

26.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  stay 
waste,  and  a  demurrer  is  put  in, 
the  Court  will  hear  the  demurrer 
immediately.     Const  v.  Harris* 

514 

PRESCRIPTION. 

]«  There  may  be  a  prescription  in 
non  decimando  for  a  district;  or 
even  for  a  hundred. 

Where  a  prescription  in  non 
decimando  is  set  up,  the  party  must 
show  the  specific  ground  upon 
which  he  claims  to  prescribe. 
Chichester  v.  Shddon.  250 

2.  Strong  evidence  required  in  sup- 
port of  a  prescription  in  non  deci' 
mandom  251 

PRESUMPTION. 

Where  personal  access  between 
husband  and  wife  is  established, 
sexual  intercourse  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed; and  the  presumption  must 
stand  till  rebutted  by  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence.  Head  v« 
Head.  138 

PRINCIPAL. 
See  Surety. 
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PRIORITY. 

1*  An  officer  deposited  his  com- 
mission as  a  security  for  a  loan 
of  money,  and  further  covenanted 
with  the  depositary  B.  to  sell  the 
commission,  and  to  repay  the  loan 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  a 
sale  having  been  effected  subse- 
quently, and  the  regulation  price 
liaying  been  paid  to  the  retiring 
officer's  agents,  he  transmitted  to 
them  a  written  order,  directing 
them  to  discharge,  out  of  the 
money  in  their  hands,  certain 
debts  due  from  him  to  certain 
specified  individuals,  which  indi- 
viduals had  no  notice  of  his  con- 
tract with  B.t  Held,  that  these 
creditors  were  entitled  to  a  pri- 
ority over  B. 

After  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
the  officer  took  the  benefit  of  the 
insolvent  debtor's  act :  Held,  that 
B.  had  not  any  title,  preferable  to 
that  of  the  general  body  of  the 
insolvent's  creditors,  to  the  sur- 
plus which  remained  after  the 
debts  specified  in  the  written 
order  were  satisfied.  CoUyer  v. 
Fallon.  Page  459 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS* 

See  Pkacticb,  5. 

PROHIBITION. 

tJpon  a  motion  for  a   prohibition 

'  a  copy  of  the  libel  in  the  ecclesi. 

astical  court  verified  by  affidavit 

and  a  suggestion  on  parchment 

setting  forth  the  libel   and  the 


ground  of  the  prohibitka  prayed, 
must  be  delivered  into  court,  and 
if  the  prohilHtion  is  granted,  affi- 
davits of  the  truth  of  the  facts 
suggested  must  be  filed  within  six 
months.  In  re  Magor*    Page  314 


RECEIVER. 

1.  Where  a  receiver  is  appointed  in 
a  suit  for  specific  performance,  if 
the  purchaser  is  compelled  to  take 
the  title,  the  receiver  is  to  be  eon- 
sidered  as  his  receiver.  Boekm 
V.  Wood.  Si5 

2.  Where  a  receiver  is  appomted, 
and  the  person  in  possession  re- 
fuses to  attorn,  or  to,  deliver  up 
possession,  it  not  appearing  in 
what  right  the  possession  is  held, 
the  proper  course  is  to  move  that 
the  person  may  attorn.  It  is  not 
necessary,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
make  such  person  a  party  to  the 
suit.    Reid  v.  Middleion.        465 

S.  The  Court  will  not  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver, or  a  manager,  of  any  part- 
nership concern,  unless  the  suit  be 
so  framed,  as  that  a  decree  may 
be  made,  either  that  the  concern 
shall  be  carried  on  according  to 
the  terms  of  an  instrument,  which 
by  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
was  to  regulate  the  mode  of  its 
being  carried  on,  or  that  it  shsO 
be  wholly  put  an  end  to.  Cotut 
V.  Harris.  *  517 

See  Partnership,  8,  4. 

RECOVERY. 
Equitable  tenant  in  tail  aliens  in 
fee  by  way  of  mortgage ;  a  good 
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'  eqakaUe  recovery  may  be  suf- 
fered of  the  fleoondary  equitable 
estate  without  the  ooncurrence 
of  the  mortgagee*  NouaiUe  v. 
Greetnuood*  Page  26 

RELATIONS. 

The  word  **  relations"  means  per- 
sons entitled  according  to  the 
.statute  of  distributionsy  and  is  a 

.  term  that  sufficiently  describes  a 
class  of  persoDSi  Wright  v.  At" 
iyu*  161 

REMAINDER-MAN. 
See  Estate,  4. 

Family  Arrangement. 

REMOTENESS. 
See  Perpetuity,  1. 

RENEWAL, 
t.  The  jurisdiction  to  give  effect  to 
an  award,  confirmed  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  a 
charity,  is  doubtful:  but  the  re- 
newal of  a  lease  upon  the  terms 
of  the  award,  having  been  twice 
directed  by  the  Court,  was  again 
enforced.  AUomey^General  ▼. 
Clements.  58 

REPLICATION. 

See  Practice,  1. 

»  < 

RESIDUE. 
See  Children,  1. 
*  Lapse,  1. 
Tenant  for  Life,  1,  2. 
Will,  8,  9. 

* 

RESTS. 

Sk^  AOCOVNT. 


REVERSIONARY  BARGAINS. 
See  Family  Arrangement,  1. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

The  Court  refused  to  take  the 
consent  of  a  married  woman  to 
give  up  her  reversionary  interest, 
in  part  vested  and  in  part  contin- 
gent, in  a  fund  in  Court,  in  favour 
of  a  purchaser  from  her  husband. 
Wade  v.  Saunders*         Page  S06 

REVIVOR. 

"Where  one  of  several  plaintiffs  dies 
before  answer,  a  motioo  may  be 
made  by  the  defendant,  that  the 
surviving  plaintift  shall  within  a 
limited  time  revive  the  suit,  or 
that  the  bill  shall  be  dismissed 
with  costs.    Adameon  v*  Halk    " 

258 


SCHEDULE^ 
See  Impertinence,  1* 

SOLICITOR. 

1.  Solicitor,  who  had  become  inca- 
pable of  practising  (without  being 
re-admitted)  in  consequence  of 
having  neglected  to  obtain  a  cer- 
tificate for  one  whole  year,  or- 
dered to  be  re-admitted  on  pay- 

•  ment  6f  a  small  fine  only,  without 
the  arrears  of  duty.     Ex  parte 

Murray*  56 

2.  A  solicitor  has  no  lien  upon  the 

will  of  his  client,  and  cannot  refuse 

to  produce  a  deed  executed  by 

the' client  in  his  favour,  containing 

2Q  4f 
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.   a  resenration  of  a  life  interest^  and 
a  power  of  revocation. 

In  a  suit  instituted  against  a 
solicitor^  who  had  also  acted  in 
the  capacity  of  steward,  for  an 
account  and  for  delivery  of  title 
deeds,  the  Court  upon  motion 
ordered  the  deeds  to  be  delivered 
up  to  the  plaindff,  upon  payment 
into  Court  of  so  much  of  the  ba- 
lance claimed  by  the  answer  as 
was  not  covered  by  any  security. 
Balch  V.  Symes.  Page  87 

3.  Where  a  client  executes  a  deed 
in  favour  o£  a  solicitor,  reserving 
a  life  interest  and  a  power  of  re- 
vocation, it  is  the  duty  of  the  so- 
licitor to  leave  a  counterpart  of 
the  deed  in  the  hands  of  the 
client.  92 

4.  Where  a  party  has  a  pressing 
necessity  for  papers  in  the  hands 
of  his  solicitor,  the  Court  will 
order  them  to  be  delivered  up 
upon  a  deposit  being  made  suf- 
ficient to  cover  the  amount  of  the 
solicitor's  bill  and  the  costs  of  the 
taxation.   CSuitan  y.  Pardon.    S04 

5.  A  solicitor  cannot  obtain  the  tax- 
ation of  his  agent's  bill  without 
bringing  the  amount  into  Court. 
Oitle  V.  Christian.  S2i 

6.  A  solicitor  who  has  declined  to 
proceed  with  a  cause  will  be  or- 
dered, though  his  bill  of  costs  are 
not  paid,  to  deliver  up  the  papers 
to  the  present  solicitor  of  the 
party,  the  latter  undertaking  to 
hold  them  subject  to  the  former 
solicitor's  lien,  for  what  shall  be 
found  due  to  him  on  the  taxation 
of  the  bills. 


An  oftr  on  the  part  of  the 
former  sdicitor»  after  the  Hiotion 
is  made»  to  proceed  with,  the  cause, 
will  not  prevent  the  Court  from 
ordering  him  to  deliver  up  the  pa- 
person  the  terms  mentioned  above. 
QJgrave  v.  Mankjjf,  Page  400 
See  Costs,  2. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  The  author  of  a  voluntaiy  settle- 
ment cannot  file  a  bill  for  the  spe* 
cific  performance  of  a  contract 
afterwards  entered  into  by  him  to 
sell  the  settled  estate. 

Whether  his  creditors  after  his 
death  can  maintain  a  bill*  Qfiare. 

The  ooiirt  was  of  opinion^  that 
limitations  in  a  marriage  aettle- 
ment  to  the  brothers  of  the 
settlor  and  their  issue  were  vo- 
lunUry ;  but  thought,  under  the 
circumstances,  that  a  purchaser 
could  not  be  compelled  to  take 
the  title  depending  on  the  validity 
of  those  limitations,  and  dismissed 
a  bill  by  the  creditors  of  the  ven- 
dor after  his  death  for  speoific 
performance,  there  imviag  bmem 
subsequent  ilealings  with  the 
estate  which  might  have  con- 
firmed the  settlement,  the  agree- 
ment for  purchase  being  suspi- 
cious, and  it  being  doubtful 
whether  the  creditors  could  file 
such  a  bill.    Jokneon  v*  L^gari. 

281 

2.  In  a  suit  against  a  purchaser  for 
specific  performance,  whexe  a  re- 
ceiver had  been  appointed  and 
was  in  possession  of  the  estate, 
and  the  Master's  repott  in  bvonr 
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t>f  the  title,  except  as  to  a  very 
•mall  part  of  the  estate  for  which 
the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  an 
abatement,  hadv  been  confirqaed 
and  followed  bj  an  order,  by 
which,  after  referring  it  to  the 
Master  to  ascertain  what  abate- 
ment the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to,  and  to  compute  interest  upon 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  to  settle  the  convey- 
ances, it  was  ordered,  that  upon 
the  execution  of  the  conveyances 
and  deliv^y  thereof  and  of  the 
title-deeds  to  the  purchaser,  he 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the 

•  remainder  of  the  purchase-  money, 
'  after  deducting  the  abatement, 
with  the  interest  to  be  computed 
by  the  Master,  and  that  the  Re- 
ceiver should  thereupon  deliver 
up  to  him  possession  of  the  estate, 
the  Court  refused  to  discharge  a 
writ  of  Ne  exeat  regno  issued 
against  the  purchaser,  and  marked 
for  the  full  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase*money,  though  the  abate- 
menl,  (which  it  clearly  appeared 

.  would  be  less  than  the  interest) 
had  not  been  ascertained  by  the 
Master,  and  no  st^s  had  been 
taken  towards  the  execution  of 
the  conveyances.  Boehm  v. 
Wood.  Page  S32 

S.  Where  a  receiver  is  appointed  in 
a  suit  for  specific  perfoitnance,  if 
the  purchaser  is  compelled  to  take 
the  tide,  the  receiver  is  to  be  con- 
aidered  as  his  receiver,  Boektn 
V.  IVood.  M5 

it.  The  person  entitled  to  the  re- 
version in  fee  of  a  houses  expect- 


ant upon  a  term  vested  in  a  lessee 
who  has  demised  the  premises  for 
a  portion  of  his  term  to  a  sub- 
lessee, agrees  by  one  letter  to  grant 
that  sub-lessee,  an  extension  of 
lease  at  a  certain  yearly  rent,  and, 
in  another  letter,  fixes  the  time, 
when  the  term  which  he  thus 
proposes  to  grant,  is  to  expire; 
this  is  a  valid  agreement  within 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and,  under 
it,  the  sub-lessee,  has  a  right  to  a 
lease  which  shall  commence  from 
the  expiration  of  the  existing  term. 
Verlander  v.  Codd.  Page  S52 
5«  Specific  performance  will  not  be 
decreed  of  an  agreement  to  sell 
certain  property  at  a  price  to  be 
settled  by  two  persons  who  are 
named,  if  the  Court  sees  reason 
to  believe,  that  the  price,  subse- 
quently fixed  by  these  persons,  is 
considerably  below  the  real  value 
of  the  property,  Parken  v. 
fVhiiby.  see 

6.  Where  in  a  suit  by  a  vendor  for 
specific  performance,  the  Master 
reported  in  favour  of  the  title,  but 
the  Court,  on  an  exception  taken 
by  the  purchaser,  deemed  the 
title  doubtful,  an  order  was  made 
dismissing  the  bill  without  costs, 
but  neither  allowing  nor  disallow- 
ing the  exception.  Willcox  v^ 
BeUaers.  491 

7.  Devise  of  several  estates  to  A, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  ^.  in  tail  male,  with 
divers  remainders  over,  with  power 
to  the  persons  from  time  to  time 
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entitled  to  the  estates  derised  to 
lease  all  such  estates,  except -an 
estate  called  JtUs^  and  with  a  di- 
rection that  the  persons  who  should 
be  entitled  to  and  possessed  of  the 
devised  estates,  should  not  lease 
the  estate  called  JtUSf  or  any  part 
thereof;  and  thateverjsueh  person 
should  live  and  reside  on  the  said 
estate  called  JutSf  and  for  default 
thereof  all  the  devised  estates  to 
go  over  to  the  person  next  in 
succession,  as  if  the  person  re- 
fusing or  neglecting  to  reside  or 
live  at  Juts  was  actually  dead. 

Held,  in  a  suit  by  parties  mak- 
ing title  under  a  recovery  suffered 
by  A.  and  his  eldest  son  against  a 
purchaser,  for  specific  perform- 
ance, that  it  was  too  uncertain 
what  the  testator  meant  by  the 
words  **  live  and  reside"  for  the 
Court  to  determine  that  there  had 
been  a  forfeiture ;  and  a  specific 
performance  decreed.  Fittingham 
T.  Bromley.  P&ge  5S0 

STATUTES. 

2  &  S  Edw.  6.  c.  IS.  315 

9  &  10  Will.  3.  c.  15.  121 

36  Geo.  3.  c.  9a  330 

56  Geo.  3.  c.60.  119 

See  Frauds  (Statute  of)* 

Limitations  (Statute  oO* 

SURETY. 

!•  Where  two  persons  execute  a 
bond,  the  one  as  principal, .  the 
other  as  surety,  and  no  other  as- 
surance is  executed  at  the  tine, 


the  surety  paying  the  bond  dM>t 
is  only  a  simple  contract  creditor 
of  the  principal*  Cofi9  t«  Mtd-^ 
dleton*  Page  824 

2.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  in  equity 
a  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  all  the  securities  which  the 
creditor  has  against  the  principal ; 
the  rule,  however,  must  be  quali- 
fied, by  considering  it  to  apply  to 
such  securities  as  continue  to 
exist,  and  do  not  get  bade  upon 
payment  to  the  person  of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor.  229 

3«  Where  a  bond  is  given  by  prin- 
cipal and  surety,  and  at  the  same 
time  a  mortgage  is  made  for  se- 
curing the  debt,  the  surety,  if  he 
pays  the  bond,  has  a  right  to  stand  in 
place  of  the  mortgagee*         231 

4«  A.  and  B.  entered  into  a  joint 
and  several  bond  for  securing  a 
sum  of  money  advanced  to  A.  by 
his  bankers.  After  the  execution 
of  the  bond,  and  before  it  became 
due,  i4.  paid  money  to  the  bankers, 
and  he  continued  to  draw  upon 
them  until  his  banking  acooeot 
was  overdrawn.  Some  years  after- 
wards an  account  was  settled 
between  At  and  the  bankers,  in 
which  the  whole  money  secured 
by  the  bond  was  treated  as  remain- 
ing due  from  A.  The  bankers 
then  took  a  warrant  of  attoraey 
from  A.  for  securing  paynaent  of 
the  balance  found  due  upon  the 
settlement  by  instalments  at  dis- 
tant- periods*  Several  of  the  in- 
stalments were  paid,  but  A, 
became  bankrupt  before  the  whole 
debt  was   liquidated.     It  being 
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proved  that  B*  was  priyj  to  the  t 
settlement  of  accounts  between 
^•and  the  banken,  and  to  the 
arrangement  respecting  the  war- 
rant of  attorney :  Held,  first  that 
B*  was  not  discharged  by  the  time 
given  to  A.f  and  secoadly»  tliat 
the  bond  was  not  discharged  by 
the  course  of  paymenti  the  money 
paid  by  A*  to  the  bankers  being 
applicable  to  the  banking  account, 
and  the  bankers  being  entitled  to 
hold  the  bond  and  warrant  of  at- 
torney as  distinct  securities. 

Upon  the  occasion  of  the  bond 
being  executed  the  title  deeds  of 
an  estate  purchased  by  A.  were 
deposited  with  B*  as  an  indemnity 
against  his  liability  upon  the  bond ; 
the  legal  interest  in  the  estate  was 
likewise  conveyed  to  B,f  and  it 
was  agreed  that  he  should  also 
hold  it  as  an  indemnity.  After 
the  death  of  J3*  his  executor  de- 
livered- up  the  title  deeds  to  A*f 
upon  a  false  representation  by  .him 
that  the  bond  had  been  paid  off: 
Heldy  that  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  could  not  be  com- 
pelled until  the  indemnity  was 
worked  outt  and  that  the  lien 
upon  the  title  deeds  remained. 
T^son  V.  Cos.  Page  395 

5»  Where  sureties  are  bound  by  dif- 
ferent instruments  for  equal  por- 
tions of  a  debt  due  from  the  same 
principal}  and  the  suretyship  of 
each  is  a  separate  and  distinct 
transaction,  there  is  no  right  of 
contribution  between  them.  Coope 
▼•  Twytam,  426 


TAXATION. 

1.  Where  a  party  has  a  pressing  ne- 
cessity  for  papers  in  the  hands  of 
his  solicitor,  the  Court  will  order 
them  to  be  delivered  up  upon  a 
deposit  being  made  sufficient  to 
cover  the  amount  of  the  solicitor's 
bill  and  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 
CluUon  y.  Pardon*  Page  SM 

2.  A  solicitor  cannot  obtain  the  tax- 
ation of  his  agent's  bill  without 
bringing  the  amount  Into  Court. 
Oiile  V.  Christian.  324 

3.  A  bill  of  costs,  where  the  amount 
of  it  has  been  settled  between  the 
solicitor  and  client,  and  part  of  it 
has  been  paid  and  security  given 
for  the  remainder,  will  not  be  or- 
dered to  be  taxed,  merely  because 
it  contains  charges  which  would 
be  disallowed  on  taxation. 

SembUi  an  order  obtained  as  of 
course,  for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of 
costs,  which  has  been  settled  and 
paid,  will  not  be  discharged  for 
mere  irregularity,  without  any  dis- 
cussion of  the  merits,  if  the  peti- 
tion,  seeking  to  discharge  that 
order,  enters  into  the  merits  of  the 
case.     Gretton  v.  Leybume.    407 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE- 
1.  Testator,  having  devised  lands  to 
A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  chil* 
dren  in  strict  settlement,  directs 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate, 
subject  to  thfe  pajrment  of  debts 
and  legacies,  with  all  convenient 
speed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur^ 
chase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  forth- 
with to  the  same  uses,  with  a 
provisPi    that   the    trust-monies, 


576 


INDEX  TO  THE  PKINCIPAL  MATTERS; 


until  they  should  be  laid  out» 
might  be  invested  upon  govi^rn- 
ment  or  real  securities,  the  divi- 
dends and  interest  of  which  were 
to  go  and  be  paid  as  the  rents  of 
the  lands  to  be  purchased  would 
go  and  be  payable;  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  testator's  personal 
estate*  not  required  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  being 
invested  in  the  funds*  and  upon 
securities  carrying  interest,  the 
tenant  for  life  was  held  entitled 
to  the  interest  of  that  portion 
from  the  death  of  the  testator. 
Angerstein  v.  Martin*    Page  232 

%  Testator  directs  his  executors  to 
invest  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
after  payment  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies* in  the  funds  or  upon  securi- 
ties, the  interest  to  be  paid  to  A. 
for  life,  and  after  his  death,  the 
principal  to  be  held  upon  trusts 
for  his  children;  the  tenant  for 
life  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  in- 
terest, accruing  within  the  year 
next  after  the  testator's  decease, 
upon  funds  on  which  the  testator's 
property  stood  invested  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  whicfi  were 
not  required  for  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies.  Hewitt  v. 
Morris*  241 

8.  A  tenant  for  life*  with  a  power  of 
appointing  the  property  by  will  to 
all  or  any  of  the  testator's  chil- 
dren* may  release  or  extinguish 
the  power.  Homer  v.  Stoann,  430 

See  Estate*  4. 

TIMBER- 
See  Injunction,  2* 


TIME  (LENGTH  OF)- 

1.  Where  there  has  been  adverse  pes* 
session,  not  accounted  for  by  some 
disability*  as  coverture  or  infancy 
for  twenty  years,  a  court  of  equity 
ought  not  to  interfere.  CkolmoM' 
deUy  V.  CUtUon.  Page  106 

2.  An  estate  being  in  lease*  A,  en- 
ters and  receives  the  rents  during 
the  continuance  of  the  lease*  and 
afterwards  continues  in  poascsaion 
up  to  a  period  more  than  twenty 
years  distant  from  the  time  of  his 
entry.  Within  twenty  years  after 
the  expiration  of  the  lease*  B* 
brings  an  ejectment,  and  files  a 
bill  for  discovery;  though,  the 
ejectment  might  be  maintainfBdat 
law,  a  demurrer  to  the  diaom^ery 
is  good.   Chdmonddey  v.  CUnUm. 

107 
See  Family  Arramokment*  1. 

TITHES. 

1.  Wood  springing  from  the  roots 
or  stools  of  trees  is  titheable*  and 
neither  its  own  age,  nor  the  age 
of  the  trees  from  the  roots  or  stools 
of  which  it  sprung*  will  exempt  it. 
Chichester  v.  Sheldon*  215 

2.  There  may  be  a  prescription  m 
non  decimando  for  a  district ;  or 
even  for  a  hundred. 

Where  a  prescription  in  non 
decimando  is  set  up*  the  party 
must  shew  the  specific  ground 
upon .  which  he  claims  to  pre- 
scribe. 250 

TRUST. 
1.  To  create  a  trust  by  meaps  ofan 
obligation  imposed  upon  the  coo* 
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science  of  a  devisee,  the  words 
must  be  imperative,  the  subject 
'  must  be  certain,  and  the  object 
as  certain  as  the  subject. 

The  words  *'  in  the  fullest  con- 
fidence'* are  imperative*  Wright 
V.  Aikyns.  Page  157 

2.  A  sum  of  money  was  paid  by  A. 
to  B.,  for  the  purpose  of  pur- 
chasing C  promotion  in  the  army, 
and  it  remained  unapplied  in  the 
hands  of  B.  at  the  death  of  A.^ 
C.y  having  been  compelled  from 
the  bad  sAte  of  his  health  to  quit 
the  army,  and  having  no  prospect 
of  being  able  to  enter  into  the 
service  ajgain,  filed  a  bill  for  the 
money,  and  it  was  decreed  to  be 
paid  to  him.  Leche  v.  Lord  Kil» 
morey*  207 

3.  A  trust  to  be  carried  into  execu- 
tion by  the  Court,  must  be  of 
such  a  nature  that  it  can  be  under 
the  control  of  the  Court.  Om' 
mannty  v.  Butcher.  270 

TRUSTEE. 

A  trustee  who  is  in  a  state  of  mind 
which  renders  him  incompetJEmt 
to  the  managoment  of  business, 
may  refuse  to  transfer  within  the 
meaning  of  the  36  G.  3*  c.  90.  s.l. 
West  V.  Ajles.  SSO 

See  Executor,  I. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  The  rules  which  regulate  the 
practice  of  opening  biddings  upon 
a  sale  of  landed  estate,  do  not  ap- 
ply when  a  colliery  is  the  subject 
of  sale. 


Upon  an  ofier  to  give  10,000/* 
for  a  colliery,  sold  for  8850/.,  a  mo- 
tion to  open  the  biddings  was  re- 
fused.    Williams  v.  Attenhorough. 

Page  70 

2.  The  rule  is  not  universal    that 

biddings  shall  not   be  opened  in 

favour  of  parties  present  at  the 

sale. 

Residuary  legatee,  tenant  for. 

life,  or  reversioner,  may  become 

the  purchaser  of  an  estate  sold  in 

the  Master's  office*  76 

See  Conversion,  1. 

Specific  Performance. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

1.  The  author  of  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment cannot  file  a  bill  for  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract 
afterwards  entered  into  by  him  to 
sell  the  settled  estate. 

Whether  his  creditors  after  his 
death  can  maintain  such  a  bill. 
QviiBre. 

The  court  was  of  opinion,  that 
limitations  in  a  marriage  settle- 
ment to  the  brothers  of  the  settlor 
and  their  issue  were  voluntary ; 
but  thought,  under  the  circum- 
stances, that  a  purchaser  could 
not  be  compelled  to  take  the  title 
depending  on  the  validity  of  those 
limitations,  and  dismissed  a  bill  by 
the  creditors  of  the  vendor  after 
his  death  for  specific  performance, 
there  having  been  subsequent 
dealings  with  the  estate  which 
might  have  confirmed  the  settle- 
'  roent,  the  agreement  for  purchase 
being  suspicious,  and  it  being 
doubtful    whether    the  creditors 
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could  fi]e  Bttch  a  bill.    Johnson 

V,  Legard.  Page  281 

%  A  voluntary  settleiDent  may  be 

made  good   bj  matter    ex   post 

fado.  294 

VOLUNTARY  TRUST, 
See  Trust,  2. 


WILL. 

1.  Devise  to  A.  for  ninety-nine  years, 
if  he  should  so  long  live;  re- 
mainder to  his  first  son,  then  un- 
born, for  ninety-nine  yearsy  if  he 

-  should  so  long  live ;  and  so  on  in 
tall  male  to  such  first  son  lawfully 
issuing  for  ever ;  and  for  want  and 
in  default  of  such  issue  of  such 
first  son,  to  the  second  and  other 
sons  successively  for  ninety-nine 
years  only,  in  case  he  should  so 
long  live;  apd  that  such  eldest 
son  or  the  issue  of  such  elder  son 
should  have  no  greater  estate  than 
for  ninety-nine  years,  determinable 
at  his  decease ;  and  if  there  should 
be  no  issue  male  of  A>t  at  the 
time  of  his  (A.'s)  death,  or  in  case 
there  should  be  such  issue  male  at 
that  time,  and  they  should  all  die 
before  twenty-one  without  issue 
male,  then  to  J?,  for  ninety- nine 
years,  if  he  should  so  long  live, 
remainder  to  the  first  son  of  B. 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should 
so  long  live,  &c. :  Held,  that  A. 
took  under  the  will  an  estate  for 
ninety-nine  years  in  the  freehold 
estates,  determinable  with  his  life. 


and  die  same  ei^te  in  the  kiaae- 
hold,  if  they  should  so  long  con- 
tinue; and  that,  upon  his  death 
his  first  son  would  take  an  estate 
for  ninety-nine  years  in  the  free- 
bold,  determinable  with  his  life, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  terra  in 
the  leaseholds  e  but  that  the  limit- 
ations to  the  second  and  other 
unborn  sons  of  A.  were  void,  as 
tending  to  perpetuity;  and  the 
limitations  over  to  £.,  &c.  after 
these  void  limitaUons  were  not 
accelerated,  but  were  void  also. 
Beard  ▼.  WestcaH.  Page  25 

2.  Executor  taking  a  contingent  re- 
versionary interest  under  the  will, 
not  precluded  from  giving  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  that  he 
should  have  the  residue  benefi- 
cially, nothing  upon  the  face  of 
the  will  indicating  that  he  was  to 
take  the  office  merely. 

Under  the  effect  of  the  will  and 
the  evidence,  the  executor  was 
declared  to  be  entitled  bene- 
ficially. 

Whether  the  contiogent  rever* 
sionary  interest  would  have  had 
the  effect  of  rendering  him  a 
trustee  for  the  next  of  kin«  Qium. 
Lynn  r»  Beaver*  63 

The  motives  which  might  influ- 
ence the  testator  in  favour  of  the 
executor  are  to  be  considered  in 
determining  the  question,  whether 
the  executor   takes  the.tesidue 

beneficially.  69 

Bequest  in  terms  importing  an 
intention  not  to  make  an  imme- 
diate disposition,  may  upon  the 
construction    of    the  whole  will 
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•mount    to    a    present  bluest. 
Lynn  v.  Beaver.  Page  67 

3.  A  testator  having  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment over  certain  freehold 
«id  copyhold  estates,  and  being 
seised  of  other  freehold  estates, 
devises  all  his  freehold  and  copy- 
hold estates,  without  reference  to 
the  power  i  Held,  an  execution  of 
the  power  as  to  the  copyhold 
estates,  but  not  as  to  the  freehold 
estates  which  were  subject  to  the 
power.    Ltwii  v.  LemMyn.     104 

4.  Devise  Uo  A»  and  her  heirs  for 
ever,  in  the  fullest  confidence  that 
after  her  decease  she  will  devise 
the  property  to  the  testator's  fa- 
mily ;  A.  is  tenant  in  fee.  Wright 
V.  Aikyns.  143 

Under  an  immediate  devise  to  A. 
for  life,  remainder  to  *^  my  family," 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  is 
entitled  in  remainder.  Wright  v. 
Atkyng.  156 

5«  A  legacy  given  to  a  married  wo- 
man **  for  her  own  use  and  at  her 
own  disposal "  vests  in  her  as  sepa- 
rate estate.     Prichard  v.  Ames. 

6.  Testator,  having  devised  lands  to 
A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  chil- 
dren in  strict  settlement,  directs  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate,  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  with  all  convenient  speed 
to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,  to  be  settled  forthwith  to 
•  the  same  uses,  with  a  proviso,  that 
the  trust  monies,  until  they  should 
be  laid  out,  might  be  invested 
upon  government  or  real  securi- 
ties, the  dividends  and  interest  of 


which  were  to  go  and  be  paid  as 
the  rents  of  the  lands  to  be  pur- 
chased would  go  and  be  payaible ; 
a  large  portion  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate,  not  required  for 
the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies, 
being  invested  in  the  funds,  and 
upon  securities  carrying,  interest, 
the  tenant  for  life  was  held  en- 
titled to  the  interest  of  that  por- 
tion from  the  death  of  the  testator. 
Angerstein  v.  Martin.     Page  232 

7«  Testator  directs  his  executors  to 
invest  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
after  payment  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies, in  the  funds  or  upon  securi- 
ties, the  interest  to  be  paid  to  A. 
for  life,  and  after  his  death  the 
principal  to  be  h^ld  upon  trusts 
for  his  childrea;  the  tenant  for 
life  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  in- 
terest, accruing  within  the  year 
next  after  the  testator's  decease, 
upon  funds  on  which  the  testator's 
property  stood  invested  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  which  were 
not  required  for  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies.  Hewitt  t. 
Morris,  241 

8.  Testator,  after  bequeathing  to  A^ 
and  B.  legacies  of  stock  unequal 
in  amount,  and  giving  several  le- 
gacies to  public  charities,  requests 
the  said  A.  and  B.  to  be  his  ex- 
ecutors, and  gives  to  them  as  such 
100  guineas  each.  He  then  orders 
his  books,  jewels,  plate,  and  house- 
hold furniture  to  be  sold;  and 
after  desiring  mourning  to  be 
provided  for  his  servantSt  and  five 
guineas  each  to  be  given  to  several 
p^trspns  named  in  the  will  andio 
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his  two  executors  for  a  ring  as  a 
token  of  remembrance^  concludes 
his  will  in  the  following  manner  :«^ 
*'  In  case  there  is  any  money  re- 
maining, I  should  wish  it  to  be 
given  in  private  charity.*'     Held, 
That  the  general  residue  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate^  con- 
sisting of  a  leasehold  estate, 
money  in  the  funds,  and  a  bal- 
ance in  cash,  was  not  compre- 
hended in  die  residuary  clause, 
which  was  confined  to  the  resi- 
due of  the  produce  of  the  arti- 
cles which  the  testator  directed 
to  be  sold : 
That  private  charity  was  an  object 
too  indefinite  to  give  the  crown 
jurisdiction,   or  to  enable  the 
Court  to  execute  the  trust : 
That  the  executors  having,  as  ex- 
ecutors, equal  legacies,  coiild 
not  take  beneficially,  and  that 
the  next  of  kip  were  therefdre 
entitled  to  the  general  residue 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
including  what    was'   compre- 
hended in  the  residuary  clause. 
Ommanneyv.  Butcher.  Page  260 
9.  Testatrix,  by  her  will,  disposes 
of  certain  long  annuities,  and  of  a 
sum  in  cash,  and  then  uses  the 
following    words :  —  **  I    believe 
there  will  be  sufficient  money  left 
to  pay  my  fimeral  expenses." 

4 

By  a  codicil  to  her  will  the  tes- 
tatrix expresses  herself  thus :  — -><  If 
there  is  money  left  unemployed,  I 
desire  it  may  be  given  in  charity." 

Held,  that  the  gieneral  residue 
of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate, 
including  a  sum  of  2500/.  trust 


monies,  in  which  she  had  a  vested 
reversionary  interest,  at  the  time 
of  h^r  death,  subject  to  be  di- 
vested by  the  appointment  of  her 
mother,  passed  under  the  words 
''  money  left  unemployed,"  and 
was  well  given  to  charity.  Leggc 
v.  AtgUl.  Page  265, 266 

10.  Where  raai  estates  are  devised 
in  trust  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
in  aid  of  the  personal  estate,  the 
statute  of  limitation  does  not  run 
in  equity  after  the  death  of  the 
testator.    Hughes  v«  Wptne.  SffI 

11.  Illegitimate  children  not  entitled 
under  the  description  of  children, 
the  intention  not  being  sufficiendy 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the 
will. 

Legacy  in  trust  for  the  children 
of  A*  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them,  with  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship, and  a  provision  for 
maintenance  out  of  the  interest, 
A.  having  no  children  at  the 
death  of  the  testator :  Held,  that 
after-born  children  would  take, 
and  that  the  interest  till  the  birth 
of  a  child  fell  into  the  residue. 
Harris  v.  lAoyd,  310 

12.  A  testator  gives  a  sum  of  stock 
to  trustees,  which  they  are  to 
stand  possessed  of  upon  trust  for 
D»  G.>  until  he  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years,  and  are  to 
transfer  to  him  when  they  in  their 
discretion  shall  think  proper;  he 
likewise  directs,  that,  if  D.  G. 
dies  without  lawful*  issue  before 
receiving  the  bequest,  the  sto^ 
shall  sink  into  the  residue  of  bis 
the  testator's  estate ;  and  he  be- 
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queaths  the  residue  to  JV.  F, : 
while  2).  G.  is  under  twenty-five 
years  of  age,  and  has  not  had  the 
stock  transferred  to  him  neither 
he  nor  fV,  F.  is  entitled  to  receive 
the  accruing  dividends ;  but  these 
dividends  must  accumulate,  to  ac- 
company the  capital  in  its  final 
destination.  Gordon  v.  Ruther- 
ford. Page  373 

13.  A  testator  directs,  that  W.  F, 
shall,  with  a  capital  taken  out  of 
his  assets,  continue  his  the  testa- 
tor's business ;  that  he  shall  bind 
D.  G.  apprentice  to  himself;  that 
he  shall  take  D.  G.  into  partner- 
ship at  the  end  of  his  apprentice- 
ship, or  so  soon  after  as  he  shall 
think  him  ctipable ;  and  that  D.G. 
shall  have  one  third  of  the  profits  of 
the  business :  Z>.G.  is  not  entitled 
to  claim  any  share  of  the  profits 
which  are  made  before  he  is  ad- 
mitted into  partnership.  Gordon 
V.  Rutherford.  375 

14.  A  testator  bequeaths  the  residue 
of  his  property  to  his  nephews 
and  nieces  on  their  respectively 
attaining  twenty-five^  with  a  direc- 
tion that  his  trustees  shall,  in  the 
mean  time,  apply  the  profits  to 
their  maintenance ;  but  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  of  them  unmar- 
ried and  without  issue,  he  gives 
the  shares  of  those  so  dying  unto 
the  survivors  equally,  to  be  paid 
at  the  same  time  with  their  original 
shares ;  first  a  nephew  and  then  a 
niece  die,  under  twenty-five,  un- 
married and  without  issue;  the 
whole  residue  is  divisible  among 
the  survivors  who  attain  the  spe- 
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cified  age,  and  the  niece  does  not, 
upon  the  death  of  the  nephew, 
acquire,  under  the  clause  of  survi- 
vorship, a  vested  interest  in  her 
proportional  part  of  his  share. 
Barker  v.  Lea.  Page  413 

15.  A  testator,  having  first  directed 
all  his  debts  to  be  paid,  bequeaths 
all  his  copyhold  estates,  and  all 
his  property  whatsoever  to  his 
wife  during  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease  to  his  surviving  children, 
and  appoints  A.  and  B.  his  exe- 
cutors :  The  debts  are  charge(i,on 
the  copyhold  estate.  Ronalds  v. 
Feltham.  418 

16.  A  testator  directs  his  executors 
and  trustees  to  pay  certain  an- 
nuities and  legacies,  *<  clear  of 
the  property-tax,  ynd  all  expenses 
attending  the  same  ;*'  the  legacy- 
duty  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
executors  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
testator,  and  the  annuitants  and 
legatees  are  entitled  to  receive  the 
full  amount  of  their  respective  le- 
gacies and  annuities,  without  any 
deductions  in  respect  of  legacy- 
duty.     Courtoy  v.    Vincent.    433 

17*  A  testator  directs  that  his  exe- 
cutors pay  to  A.  B.  a  yearly  sum 
as  wages,  so  long  as  she  should 
continue  in  his  wife's  service,  and 
if  she  continued  in  such  service, 
that  the  payment  should  be  made 
to  her  quarterly,  free  from  all  de- 
..ductions,  to  cease  in  case  she 
should  leave  the  service  of  his 
wife,  until  the  decease  of  his 
wife.  The  testator's  wife  died  in 
his  life-time.  Held,  that  A.  B. 
was  entitled  to  the  annuity  during 
2  R 
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her  life.    BurcheU  v.  Woolward. 

Page  442 

18.  Construction  of  words  of  a  de- 
vise as  to  giving  an  eitate  tail. 
WUleox  v.  Bettaers.  491 

5^f  Executor,  1. 


WOOD. 

See  Tithes,  1. 

WORDS. 

5^^  Descendants. 
Relations. 


YORK.  CUSTOM  OF. 

Where  a  testator,  resident  and  do- 
miciled at  the  time  of  his  death 
within  the  province  of  York^  dis- 
poses of  all  the  residue  of  his  per- 
sonal  estate,  and  names  executors, 
but  his  disposition  fails  as  to  part 
of  the  residue,  by  the  death  of 
one  of  the  residuary  legatees  in 
his  life-time,  the  share  which  thus 
becomes  lapsed  will  be  appor- 
tioned  between  the  widow  and 
the  next  of  kin,  according  to  the 
statute  of  distributions,  and  will 
not  be  affected  by  the  custom  of 
the  province.  Wilkinson  v.  At- 
kinson. P^c  255 


END    or  THE   FIRST    VOLUME. 


tiOUDOM: 

Printed  by  A.  &  R.  Spottiswoode, 
NewvStreet^Squanf. 


J8NJATY8A 

or 


3  6105  044  650  427 


